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General Counsel

NOTICE OF MEETING
CHILD WELFARE LEGISLATIVE OVERSIGHT PANEL

The committee chairs have scheduled the following meeting:

DATE: Thursday, October 18, 2007
TIME: 1:30 p.m.
PLACE: Room W020 House Building

If committee members would like to be excused from the meeting, they may call Mark
Andrews or Wendy Bangerter at 538-1032.
COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Sen. Dan R. Eastman, Senate Chair
Rep. Steven R. Mascaro, House Chair

Sen. Gene Davis Rep. David Litvack Rep. Paul Ray

STAFF

Mark D. Andrews Thomas R. Vaughn Wendy L. Bangerter

Policy Analyst Associate General Legislative Secretary
Counsel

Frepared October 11, 2007

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary communicative aids and services
for these meetings shouid call Cassandra Bauman at 801-538-1032 or TTY 326-1634, giving her at least three

working days notice.
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Approximate
Time Frame

1:30

1:35

2:15

3:15

3:30

CHILD WELFARE LEGISLATIVE OVERSIGHT PANEL
UTAH LEGISLATURE

Thursday, October 18, 2007 « 1:30 p.m. « Room W020 House Building

Background materials are available at
Jhwww.le.utah.goviasp/interim/Commit. asp?Year=2007&Com=5SPECWL.

1. Committee Business
+ Callto order
+ Approval of the minutes of the June 19, 2007 meeting

2. Division of Child and Family Services Reports
- Overview of compliance with David C. exit agreement
« David C. exit agreement reports
Case process review
Qualitative case reviews
Quarterly report
Safety and well being of Utah's children
Child fatality review annual report
Caseload data
Workload study
Chiild and Family Services Review data, including PIP
Director's annual report
|dentification of financial needs and adequacy of resources
+  Other reports
= Governor's Child and Family Cabinet Council
»  Foster child placement
s Kin care

3. Draft Legislation
»  "Waivers of Immunity - Exceptions,” by Representative Gregory H. Hughes
« "Child Abuse and Neglect Registry - Management and Licensing Information
Systems Amendments,” by Senator Gene Davis
»  "Training of Division of Child and Family Services Caseworkers," by Senator
(Gene Davis

4, Other Reports
- Office of the Guardian ad Litem
+ Judicial Council Guardian ad Litem Oversight Committee
+ Office of the Child Protection Ombudsman
« Foster Care Citizen Review Board Steering Committee
« Office of Child Welfare Parental Defense
« Judicial Time Limits Report
s Administrative Office of the Courts
» Office of the Attorney General

5. Adjourn
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MINUTES OF THE
CHILD WELFARE LEGISLATIVE OVERSIGHT PANEL
Tuesday, June 19, 2007 — 2:00 p.m. ~ Room W020 House Building

Members Present: Staff Present:

Sen. Dan R. Eastman, Senate Chair Mr. Mark D. Andrews, Policy Analyst

Rep. Steven R. Mascaro, House Chair Mr. Thomas R. Vaughn, Associate General Counsel
Sen. Gene Davis Ms. Joy L. Miller, Legislative Secretary

Rep. David Litvack

Rep. Paul Ray

Note: A tist of others present, a copy of related materials, and an audio recording of the meeting can be found at
www le.utah. gov.
1. Committee Business

Chair Eastrnan called the meeting to order at 2:05 pm.

MOTION: Rep. Litvack moved to approve the minutes of the October 19, 2006 meeting, The motion
passed unanimously.

2. Status of Federal Court Oversight

Mr. Craig Barlow and Ms. Susan Eisenman, Office of the Attorney General, briefed the Panel on the
proposed agreement for existing federal court oversight which is to be considered at a hearing before
Judge Tena Campbell on June 28. Mr. Barlow indicated that no written objections to the settlement were
filed. He noted that the Milestone Plan has been replaced with very specific mathematical exit critena in
the scoring done in the case process review and qualitative case review evaluations and with basic
commitments to continue excellent casework practice, management, and transparency.

Ms. Eisenman reviewed the provisions of the settlement agreement. She said on June 28 they will be
jointly moving the court to dismiss the case without prejudice for a period of one year. In July 2008, the
DCFS (Division of Child and Family Services) will be evaluated to determine if it is complying with the
provisions of the agreement. On December 31, 2008, if there are no pending motions or orders
concerning implementation of the agreement, the case will be dismissed with prejudice and no further
court supervision will be required. Ms. Eisenman explained that DCFS is committed to making sure
caseloads remain at a managing level to provide quality services to consumers and clients, It is aiso
committed to ensure sufficient resources, keep budget information current, and keep its workforce intact.

The Panel discussed the hiring of 55 new caseworkers and the legal requirement to maintain a minimum
number of caseworkers.

3. Management Information System

Sen. Davis expressed his concern regarding the MIS (Management Information System) and the
possibility that it is being manipulated in custodial or noncustodial rights.

Mt. Vaughn reviewed "Management and Licensing Information Systems - an Overview" which was
included in the mailing packet. He stated the MIS (Management Information System) is a system
containing reports made to DCFS, The MIS is maintained by DCFS and may only be accessed by
statutorily authorized people. It is used for child protection purposes, including licensing foster parents.
The LIS (Licensing Information System) is a system within the MIS that is accessed for purposes of
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Minutes of the Child Welfare Legislative Oversight Panel
June 19, 2007
Page 2

licensing individuals who have physical access to vulnerable populations for employment or volunteer
positions. Mr. Vaughn explained that if DCFS makes a supported finding, notice is sent to the person
alleged to have committed the neglect. The accused has one year in which to appeal the allegation of
abuse. The appeal can be made to DCFS for an administrative hearing or directly to court. If the appeal is
made to DCFS with an unfavorable result, it can be appealed to the court, If DCFS makes a finding of
unsupported or without merit, the person is not notified that their information is on the MIS system.

Mr. Duane Betournay, DCFS, stated that an unsupported finding would not be used as a reason to deny a
licence to a foster parent or adoptive parent. If someone has an unsupported finding, they can ask for an
administrative hearing to have it changed to without merit or petition the court to have their record
expunged. An unsupported finding carries no prohibition against a property right. If a person has a
supported finding on the MIS, unless it is of a severe of chronic type, it would not appear on the LIS,

Mr. Mark May, Assistant Attorney General, explained that if a person appeals to the juvenile court and
after the ruling it goes to the court of appeals, it becomes a public record. He noted that initials rather
than the name of the child are usually used. He stated he was not certain whether the petitioner’s name
would be made public. He indicated he would email that information to the Panel.

Ms. Katie Gregory, Assistant Juvenile Court Administrator, said when juvenile courts were opened to the
public, the proceedings themselves were opened, however, the records are protected. A motion can be
filed requesting permission to see the records. She said she would try to determine whether or not the

cases in question would be governed by the same set of rules that would govern a child welfare case that
would come before the court.

Mr. Vaughn stated there is a fairness issue and the need to protect children. He indicated that the Panel
may want to consider requiring better guidelines and communications between DCFS and the courts.

Members of the Panel discussed the problems that have been caused because individuals have had their
names placed on the MIS even when there has been an unsupported or without merit finding.

Chair Eastman indicated that discussion of the issue would be continued in a future meeting.

Mr. Betournay briefly commented on the settlement agreement to the lawsuit. He said the creation of the
systemic change to the child welfare system, transparency, and legislative mnvestment has helped reach
the agreement. DCFS is ready for the challenges of the next year and a half. He asked that the Legislature
continue to support the system and to resist the efforts of a few to make wholesale changes to the systen.
4. Other business

The next meeting of the Panel was scheduled for September 20 at 2:00 p.m.

5. Adjourn

MOTION: Sen. Davis moved to adjourn. The motion passed unanimously.

Chair Eastman adjourned the meeting at 3:30 p.m.
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DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
FATALITY REVIEW ANNUAL REPORT

JULY 1, 2006 — JUNE 30, 2007

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Department of Human Services (DHS) Fatality Review Policy requircs a review of the deaths of
al] individuals for whom there is an open case at the time of death or in cases where the
individual or their families have received services through DHS within twelve months preceding
the death. Information obtained from case reviews provides insight into systemic strengths and
highlights arcas in which changes or modifications could enhance systemic response to client
needs.

During FY 2007, one hundred thirty-four deaths of current or past DHS clients were reported to
the Office of Services Review (OSR). There were four suicide deaths (3%) and six homicides
{4.5%). The reviews indicate that abuse and/or neglect were contributing factors in ten (7%) of
the one hundred thirty-four deaths. Eight children, 16% of fatalities reported by the Division of
Child and Family Services (DCFS) died as the direct result of abuse or neglect by their
parents/caretakers. The deaths of two individuals (3%) receiving scrvices through the Division of
Services to People with Disabilities (DSPD) are attributed to abuse or to failure on the part of the
caregiver to follow safe practice procedures.

Of the fifty fatalities reported by DCFS, forty-three reviews were held (86%) with seven reviews
pending. Sixty-one DSPD fatalities were reviewed (100%), and three of the four Division of
Juvenile Justice Systems (DJJS) fatalities were reviewed (75%) with one review pending, Utah
State Developmental Center (USDC) conducted one on-site review (33%) with two reviews
pending, and Utah State Hospital (USH) conducted four on-site reviews ( 100%). Three reported
deaths from the Division of Aging and Adult Services (DAAS) met Department criteria for
review, and three cases (100%) were reviewed. The Office of the Public Guardian (OPG)
reported the deaths of thirteen individuals for whom they had provided services. Four of these
individuals were also receiving services through DSPD or USDC at the time of their deaths.
OPG provided comprehensive written reports covering services to all thirteen (100%) of its
clients.

There were seventy-six (57%) reported deaths of male clients and fifty-eight (43%) reported
deaths of female clients. Reported deaths included twenty-seven infants (20%) under the age of
one year; thirty-eight (28%) clients between the ages of one to eighteen years; thirty-five (26%)
clients between the ages of nineteen to fifty years; and thirty-four (25%) clients between the apes
of fifty-one to ninety-ninc years.
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BACKGROUND and METHODOLOGY

In November 1999, the Office of Services Review (OSR) assumed responsibility for reviewing all
DHS client fatalities,. OSR recognizes the fatality review process as an opportunity to
acknowledge pood case management, to identify systemic weaknesses, to propose training for
Division staff in performance problem areas, to involve Division staff on a local level in the
review process, and to make cogent recommendations for systemic improvements.

The fatality review committees consist of a Board member of the Division under review, the
Attorney General or designee for the Division, 2 member of management staff (supervisory level
or above) from the designated Division and from a region other than that in which the fatality
occurred, and in the case of a child fatality, the Director of the Office of the Guardian ad Litem or
designee, a meiber of the Child Welfare Legislative Oversight Committee, and any individual
whose expertise or knowledge could significantly contribute to the review process. Currently, the
Child Fatality Review Committee is greatly strengthened by the membership of a pediatrician
who is also a member of the DCFS Board, the DCFS State Training Coordinator, and a
representative from the Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health. Committee members
have knowledge of DCFS Practice Guidelines and provide valuable insight into best-practice
issues.

During the past year, the DCFS State Training Coordinator has joined the Child Fatality Review
Committee. As the Committee identifies and discusses issues related to problems in practice, the
Training Coordinator notes areas in the training curriculum that are in need of development or
strengthening and, in conjunction with the training team, develops training to meet the identified
need(s).

A representative from the Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health also joined the
Committee during FY 2007. He provides valuable insight into mental health and substance abuse
issues and contributes information pertaining to substance abuse and mental health treatrent
Iesources,

The DSPD Fatality Review Committee utilizes the knowledge and expettise of two regional
DSPD Registered Nurses who have on-going personal contact with many of the DSPD clients and
who, in many cases, have first-hand knowledge of a decedent’s medical history. Their medical
knowledge and insight into health and safety issues is of great value to the non-medical
comrmittee members.

The Child Fatality Review Coordinator receives notification of client deaths through several
channels, e.g., Deceased Client Reports, Certificates of Death, the State Medical Examiner,
obituaries, emails, etc. In the case of child fatalities, the Coordinator receives Certificates of
Death for every child who dies in the State of Utah. After researching the child welfare database,
SAFE, to determine if the family has had services within twelve months of the fatality, the
Coordinator requests and reviews the case file, summarizes the family’s history of involvement,
and makes an analysis pertaining to case practice and agency culpability.

Prior to the monthly DSFD and Child Fatality Review committee meetings, members are
furnished with copies of fatality review reports, which they study while noting areas for
discussion, When deemed appropriate, the Committees invite Division staff and/or contract
providers to commitlee meetings to provide additional information. The fatality review reports,
complete with committee concerns and/or recommendations, are then sent to the DHS Executive
Director, the Director of the Division, and the Director of the region in which the fatality
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occurred. The Region has fifteen days in which to formulate a reply and, if necessary, a plan of
action for carrying out the committee’s recommendations. Due to the low number of fatalities in
the Division of Juvenile Justice Systems, that committee meets on an as-needed basts.

As the result of an appeal to the Utah State Records Committee during FY 2007, DHS fatality
review reports were reclassified from Protected/Protected to Private/Protected. The Records
Committee determined that the content of the fatality report, i.e., the summary of services to the
individual and/or his/her family should be classified as “Private”. The Fatality Review
Committees’ analyses of concerns regarding practice and Committee recommendations to the
Divisions remain classified as “Protected”. Applicants must meet GRAMA criteria for these
classifications in order to receive copies of fatality reports. In response to the reclassification of
fatality review reports, the fatality review repori’s Executive Summary, which is available for
public release, was redesigned to meet GRAMA criteria.

The DHS Fatality Review Coordinator represents the Department as a member of the State Child
Fatality Review Committee, which is coordinated by the Department of Health’s Violence and
Injury Prevention Program (DOH/VIPP). The Child Fatality Review is a collaborative process
including professionals from Primary Children’s Medical Center’s Safe and Healthy Families
Team, the Birth Defects Network, the Office of the Medical Examiner, Emergency Medical
Technician Services, law enforcement, the Office of the Attorney General, the Office of the
Guardian ad Litem, the Children’s Justice Division, the State Office of Education, the Department
of Human Services, Valley Mental Health, the PCMC Child Advocacy Team, the Shaken Baby
Foundation, and the Division of Child and Family Services.

The State Child Fatality Review Committee meets with the Utah State Medical Examiners on an
as-needed basis to review the deaths of children whose deaths occur under violent, suspicious,
unattended, or unknown circumstances and for children who have committed suicide, Cormmittee
members pool information regarding prior services to and/or involvement with the
decedent/decedent’s family, identify causes of preventable deaths, make Child Protective
Services referrals, make recommendations for follow-up services when appropriate, identify
interventions that could prevent future deaths, and provide information to Jaw enforcement during
child homicide investigations.

The State Child Fatality Review Committee has been instrumental in creating a Suicide Task
Force, in partnering to complete a six-phase Youth Suicide Study, in working toward more
comprehensive child restraint and seal belt legislation, and in developing news releases, public
service announcements, and media events to address the most common injuries among Utah’s
children.
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FINDINGS

As stated in the Department of Human Services Fatality Review Policy, “The purpose for
reviewing a client death is to develop ways to prevent future client deaths and to improve
Department services. The review itself evaluates the system’s response to protecting vulnerable
clients by assessing whether “best practice” was followed in the case. The Fatality Review
Committee recommends modifications of procedures, policy, law, and training when necessary.”

During FY 2007, the DHS Fatality Review Committees received reports of the death of one
hundred thirty-four individuals who had received services through the Department within twelve
months of their deaths. The Committees determined that in 132 cases (98.5%), services provided
to the clients and/or their families did not contribute to the clients® deaths. In one DCFS fatality
and in one DSPD fatality the client’s death can be linked to failure on the part of workers or
contract providers to follow best practice procedures.

Best practice would dictate that a child suffering from suspected physical abuse be
transported for medical examination by law enforcement or medical personnel. Or, if the
parent is allowed to transport the child, the Child Protective Services worker would
follow the parent to ensure that the child is taken to the medical facility. A two-year-old
male died as the result of blunt force trauma to his abdomen and of “chrome child abuse”
inflicted by his father. During the CPS investigation, DCFS gave permission for the
father/suspected perpetrator to transport the toddler to a near-by hospital for a medical
examination. Instead of complying, the father fled the state with his family, and the
toddler died en route. The father eventually pleaded guilty to one count of second-degree
felony child abuse homicide and was sentenced to fifteen years in prison. The boy’s
siblings were taken into protective custody.

Best practice would dictate that contract provider staff secure all prescription
medications immediately upon bringing them into a residence. A twenty-eight-year-old
woman died from drug intoxication after taking the prescription medications intended for
all of the residents of the group home in which the woman lived. After picking up
multiple prescription medications from a pharmacy, staff placed the pills in an unlocked
storage room until she made time to fill each individual’s medication cassette. The
decedent found the medications and ingested them all. The decedent had a mistory of
suicide ideation and of engaging in seif-injurious behaviors.

Of the fifty reported child fatalities eight deaths (16%) were attributed to abuse or neglect by a
parent or caretaker. Of the sixty-one individuals who died while receiving services through
DSPD and its contract providers, two deaths (3%) were related to abuse or negligence on the part
of others.

The DHS Fatality Review Committee members identified numerous strengths in service-delivery
systems that included noticeable improvement in child welfare’s involvement of families in
service planning; more aggressive seeking of appropriate kinship placements; and on the part of
DSPD Support Coordinators, increased attention to the Health and Safety issues of their clients.
Committee members also singled out several areas in which changes or modifications could
enhance systemic response to the needs of Department clients that included better assessments of
parents’ and children’s underlying needs, better matching of level of services to level of risk of
harm, and better monitoring of contract providers. The reviewers also recognized several
examples of outstanding case management conducted by Human Services staff.
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DIVISION OF CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES

SYSTEMIC STRENGTHS :
In the majority of cases reviewed the quality of work conducted in Child Protective Services

investigations and in providing on-going services to families continues to improve over casework
conducted prior to the advent of the Practice Model. In the majority of cases reviewed workers
saw the child within priority timeframes, conducted appropriate interviews, coilaborated with law
enforcement when necessary, worked with service providers to meet the needs of their clients,

-and if removal was necessary, were aggressive in seeking appropnate Kinship or foster
placements. With the advent of the Practice Model, caseworkers are conducting Child and
Family Team Meetings and are working more closely with clients in an attempt to identify client
needs and to plan appropriate services.

Committee members commended an on-call and an on-going CPS investigator for their
excellent casework. These workers obtained appropriate assessments to determine the
medical needs of the child, contacted the biological father who was living overseas and
inform him of the CPS investigation, used valid case-investigation extensions to follow
up on concerning issues and to monitor the parent’s compliance, corroborated
information provided by alleged perpetrators, staffed the case with supervisors and with
the AAG to determine the appropriateness of filing court petitions, conducted kinship
studies, and placed the children with appropriate relatives, These workers also provided
the parents with excellent education on safe-sleeping practices and on maintaining a safe-
sleep environment for their baby.

When a mother tested positive for methamphetamine use following the birth of her baby,
the CPS worker acted quickly to insure the safety of a sibling by recommending that the
court order Protective Supervision Services, While receiving PS8 services, the mother
again tested positive for drug use, The worker immediately took the child into protective
custody and placed her with family members who had already been identified as an
appropriate kinship placement, The relatives completed the requirements for licensure,
and the worker assisted the mother in accessing an intensive, in-patient substance abuse
treatment program. Concurrent permanency planning and a smooth, well-planned
placement transition contributed to the child’s well-being.

The parents of a baby born with severe birth defects recognized their limitations in canng
for the baby and expressed that they did not want the baby’s impending death to have an
adverse affect on an older sibling. Rather than charging the parents with abandonment,
the Division made a reasonable decision to suppott on an allegation of Dependency. The
parents were given the opportunity to remain involved in making important decisions
regarding the care and treatment of the baby. The permanency worker and the Hospice
worker clarified the parents’ wishes regarding the Do Not Resuscitate Order, provided
emotional support for the foster parent, and assisted the parents in making the baby’s
funeral arrangements.

CPS and Permanency workers provided excellent services to parents after the birth of
their daughter and did an outstanding job of assessing the family’s ability to care for a
medically fragile infant. The permanency worker coordinated services with the hospitals,
Early Intervention, and the agency conducting the parents’ mental health and parenting
assessments. She kept the family informed of developments in the baby’s treatment and
explained to them options for her long-term care. The worker expressed concerns to the

1
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hospital, the DCFS RN, the AAG, and the GAL about the quality of care the baby was
receiving in the hospital’s long-term care unit and explored options for better care.

SYSTEMIC WEAKNESSES :

It should be noted that there were fifty DCFS fatalities reported in FY 2007, a number that is
statistically insignificant when compared with the total number of DCFS cases open for services
during that same time period. The systemic weaknesses and deviations from “best practice”
casework identified by the Child Fatality Review Committee cannot be generalized to the child
welfare system as a whole. However, several systemic problems have been noted in multiple
cases. In the fifty reported DCFS client fatalities, the following issues raised the greatest concern
among committee members. It is recommended that during FY 2008, DCFS concentrate on
improving case practice in these areas.

Corroboration of Information

Child Protective Services Practice Guideline 203.1.D.1 states “Unless impossible or
inappropriate, third party/collateral contacts having had direct association with the child/youth or
who are otherwise knowledgeable about the case shall be interviewed.” A systemic weakness
identified at least eight of the thirty-nine cases reviewed (20.5%) by the Child Fatality Review
Committee during FY 2007 was the seeming failure of some workers to interview third
party/collateral contacts or to corroborate mformation given by parents and/or alleged
perpetrators regarding their compliance in obtaining and participating in services. Although
deviation from best practice did not directly result in the death of a child, it could have been a
contributing factor in one case. '

A family was the subject of four CPS referrals alleging non-supervision and physical
neglect. One report was made by two school personnel and a DCFS staff member.
However, the CPS worker did not interview any of the seemingly credible referents, The
worker did not interview the children’s uncle who reportedly was checking on the
children each evening. The worker made only a cursory attempt to talk with the referent
or to enlist her aid in setfing up a meeting with the mother, The worker closed the case
without ever meeting the mother and without ever entering the home to assess the
children’s safety and well-being. A child in the family died due to a non-supervision
issue. '

The worker in a voluntary in-home case conducted a thorough assessment of a mother’s
needs and of the mother’s plans to access services. However, the worker did not contact
providers at the Department of Workforce Services, Vocational Rehabilitation, the drug-
testing agency, or the mental health agency to corroborate the mother’s reports that she
was following through with obtaining these services.

In a CPS investigation involving children with head lice the parents, who were separated,
gave diametrically opposed statements about the whereabouts of one of the children
during the period when she may have contracted lice. The father maintained that he had
been out of state and that he had telephone records to prove that he had not had the child
in his physical custody during that time. However, the worker did not ask to see the
records to corroborate his statements.

Follow-through in Providing Services

In at least eight out of thirty-nine cases reviewed (20.5%) individuals or third-party coliateral
contacts furnished information to the caseworker indicating that the families were in need of
services not directly related to the stated allegation. However, the workers did not address these
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needs and did not offer services to the families. Cases were closed with inadequate or no services
having been offered. In other cases the allegations of abuse and/or neglect were supported based
on evidence gathered during the CPS investigation. However, the cases were closed with no
services having been offered or provided to the family.

A mother with a history of drug abuse and physically abusive relationships expressed
interest in meeting with a DCFS Domestic Violence specialist. The CP5 worker
indicated that the DV specialist would contact the woman, but there was no
documentation that the worker followed through with providing this service. The CPS
case was kept open for five months with no follow-through on promised services.

A four-month-old infant died after suffering non-accidental injuries. Although the
infant’s mother was the prime suspect in law enforcement’s criminal investigation, the
infant’s siblings, 2 and 4 years old, were left in the home. Before closing her case the
CPS worker arranged for the family to receive a Family Preservation assessment.
However, the assessment was never conducted, and the family was not referred for any
type of service. For three months after the infant’s death no services were provided to the
family. DCFS did not monitor the safety and well-being of the siblings and did not
coordinate its investigation with law enforcement.

CPS workers conducted excellent investigations into the reported abuse/neglect of a
sibling group and provided services for the children after they were placed in the

maternal grandmother’s custody. The children’s parents indicated several times that they
would ike help in improving their parenting and money management skills, After Child
and Family Team members recommended that the parents could benefit from a parent
advocate, the CPS worker made a referral for this service. However, there 15 no
indication that the service was ever put in place, and there was no follow-up to ensure
that the couple was accessing these services. Reunification efforts were missing in this
case, as little was done on the part of the Division to help the parents gain skills necessary
for them to provide a safe and appropriate home for their children.

Assessing Underlying Needs/ Level of Risk vs. Level of Services

In some cases workers followed all the practice guideline steps yet missed the mark as far as
identifying the important underlying factors in the case and the underlying needs of the family
members. Lack of a thorough assessment handicaps the worker’s ability to provide appropriate
services and can prolong a family’s involvement with the Division when factors contributing to
abusive and neglectful behaviors are not identified and addressed.

Some CPS investigations with supported allegations of abuse and/or neglect were closed with no
services having been offered or provided to the family. In at least twelve of the thirty-nine cases
reviewed (31%) the Committee noted that workers failed to make accurate and in-depth
assessments of underlying needs, and by extension, failed to offer families/individuals an
appropriate level of services. In cases involving medically fragile children or children with
disabilities, the level of risk is higher and therefore, warrant a higher level of services.

The mother of a child with multiple disabilities and with a history of drug abuse was
receiving voluntary in-home services. She refused to drug test, falsified information
given to the In-home worker, exhibited signs of possible depression, and admitted to the
presence of drug paraphernalia in her bedroom. The young woman appeared to be in
need of mental health treatment and/or medication management to address probable
depression. There is the possibility that she was also in need of substance abuse
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treatment. Rather than staffing the case for a PSS petition, the worker closed the case due
to the mother’s lack of cooperation, thus leaving the mother without support, oversight,
or monitoring of her efforts to obtain help for her substance abuse 1ssues and depression
or assistance in finding employment ot in securing approprate housing.

A mother with a history of non-supervision and physical neglect worked long hours,
leaving her children, one of whom was a developmentally-delayed eight-year-old, home
alone in the care of their ten-year-old sister. Law enforcement, as well as CPS, had
reported that the family lived in filth, without adequate power, heat, bedding, or clothing,
Because the mother was difficult to contact, the most recent CPS investigation had been
closed as “unable to cornplete” without the worker’s having been nside the home to
assess the validity of the report that the family was without heat during the middle of
winter. No assessment of the children’s health and safety needs was conducted, and no
services were provided for the children. The mother’s reported suicide threats and
attempts were not addressed. The developmentally delayed child died several months
later after choking on a small object while in the care of his sister.

Intake/Concerns

Child Protective Services Practice Guideline 201 .4 states, “The CPS Intake process shall be
completed by or staffed with a licensed social worker, with the exception of ‘information only’
contacts.” Child Protective Services Practice Guideline 201.4.C states, “When there is an open
CPS case and additional information in received, it is ‘attached’ to the open CPS case in the
computer. The CPS caseworker is required (o investigate any additional allegation that was not
included with the imitial case.”

In at least nine of the thirty-nine cases reviewed (23%) the Committee noted concerns pertaining
1o reports of suspected abuse/neglect that appear to meet Practice Guidelines for acceptance but
were unaccepted for investigation; of Intake or the CPS workers’ having received additional
information during CPS investigations which was not added to the CANR; of additional
allegations of abuse/neglect having been made during an already-open CPS case but not having
been added to the CANR or opened for investigation; and of additional information received by
Intake not having been passed on to the CPS worker. :

A grandmother reported two incidents in which her young grandson had been observed
inappropriately touching his cousin. Grandmother expressed concern about the
enviropment in which her grandson might have learned these behaviors, as his actions
were highly suggestive of his having been exposed to inappropriate sexual conduct. The
Intake worker suggested that the grandmother find a way to get the boy into therapy and
suggested some non-Jeading ways for the grandmother to question him. However, the
reports were unaccepted for investigation, and the boy received no services. Two years
later there was another report of inappropriate sexual conduct between the boy and his
cousin, and the boy was supported as the victim of sexual abuse by an unknown
perpetratot.

A grandmother made a CPS report concerning domestic violence between her son and his
wife, safety issues pertaining to where the mother and children were going to stay, and
possible medical issues pertaining to a medically fragile child. However, the report was
unaccepted for investigation. The reason documented for not accepting the report had no
relationship to the stated allegations.
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In two different cases reports of domestic violence related child abuse were not accepted
for investigation even though the alleged perpetrators were arrested and were charged
with domestic violence criminal mischief and domestic violence in the presence of a
child, Intake’s reason for not accepting one of the reports was that the incident was
minor and that the family did not have a history of domestic violence.

During one CPS investigation, DCFS received at least four “additional information”

calls. Although the CPS worker alluded to the information in her activity logs, no official
reports were entered in SAFE as “additional information” or were opened as new CPS
referrals.

Within a two-week period Intake received two reports of the suspected physical abuse of
a two-year-old toddler by his father. The reports, from a social worker intern and from
the child’s mother, were unaccepted for investigation. Although the reports of alleged
abuse, e.g., the father’s being verbally abusive to the boy, of his making the child stand or
sit on the toilet for hours at a time, of his having “flicked” the child on.the arm on a
regular basis, and of his having only recently learned that he was the boy’s father, would
have warranted a visual assessment of the child’s well being, the Intake worker seems to
have treated the CPS reports as a child custody/visitation issue and advised the mother to
seek legal advice. Several months later the child died of injuries inflicted by his father.

DIVISION RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Regions have the opportunity to disagree with Committee recommendations and to explain their
rationale for practice decisions. Regions are asked to submit an action plan to the Committee
outlining the way they will implement Committee recommendations.

The DCFS Constituent Services Specialist tracks Child Fatality Review recommendations and
ensures that regions are responding to the Committee. At the close of Fiscal Year 2007 regional
responses to Child Fatality Review Committee concerns and/or recommendations were pending
in only two cases. The Child Fatality Review Committee commends DCFS for the thoughtful
and thorough responses the Regions and the Administrative Team have provided to the
Committee’s concerns and recommendations.

In response to the Committee’s recommendation that based on a family’s history of Domestic
Violence related child abuse the case be staffed to determine the appropriateness of filing a PSS
petition, the State Constituent Services Specialist replied that she staffed the case with the State
DV Specialist and requested that the Salt Lake Valley Region staff the case to re-examine the
safety of the children remaining in the home. The State DV Specialist agreed to work with the
region and to follow up on the Fatality Review Committee’s concerns. The Region responded,

“A staffing was held. In the staffing with the AAG’s office it was determined that there
was not enough evidence to get a PSS petition. However, the mother has since moved
into the YWCA. A worker is providing CIS (Counseling Individual Services) to support
the family.”

In response to Committee concerns regarding the role of Family Advocates in CPS investigations,
Northern Region submitted a proposal to the State Office outlining the Region’s plan for
containing “most of the complaints and concerns within the region” originating from Family
Advocates. The plan included monthly meetings with the Advocates to establish a relationship
and provide a forum in which issues and concerns could be discussed that were not in need of
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immediate attention and addressed additional training for supervisors and staff on improving
teaming and coordination skills and on increasing their knowledge of DCFS Practice Guidelines.

The addition of the DCFS State Training Coordinator to the Child Fatality Review Committee has
provided a conduit through which the Committee’s practice concerns are translated into improved
training curricula and, hopefully, improved practice. Child Fatality Review Committee members
recognize that the Division receives recommendations for practice improvement from many
different sources. However, it is highly gratifying to see concrete steps being taken to address
some of the committee’s long-standing concerns. During FY 2007, the following action has been
developed or is in the process of being developed by the State Training Team:

-

A web training site is in the process of being developed that will include already-
developed information on safe sleeping practices for infants. Additional
information pertaining to child vulnerability or to issues that might impact a
child’s safety will be added to the website as needs are idenufied.

Safety information for parents that mirrors information for caseworkers will be
made available on the DCFS website.

Training on Safety Model concepts will be available in the fall of 2007. The
model emphasizes the assessment of a child’s safety as being central to Intake
and CPS workers’ decision making and vital in visiting and reunification
decisions made by on-going workers. The training will provide language for
caseworkers to use in talking about safety, additional information on assessing
for safety, and an emphasis on making continual assessments for safety
throughout the life of a case.

Handbooks are being developed that cover tasks related to Intake and CPS. The
first handbooks will be for supervisors, Transition to Adult Living, Intake,
Purposeful Visiting, and Child Protective Services. The Purposeful Visiting
handbook will address the need for the worker to make a safety assessment at
every home visit. Each handbook will address all tasks required in a specific
service area that facilitate a worker’s implementing best practice methods and
meeting practice guideline requirements.

The gap in CPS training provision is being addressed currently with a module on
Child Interviewing that is based on recent research. A CPS and Intake trainng
that uses the Safety Model and that covers all aspects of practice in the program
area is also planned.

The Practice Model Assessing module is being revised to include specific
information on maltreatment and safety and how workers would assess these
factors.

Secondary Traumatic Stress training is being constructed to assist caseworkers in
addressing the trauma that they experience in their work with victims of abuse

and neglect.

A fatality review section will be added to the New Employee training curriculum
to provide perspective on this process for new caseworkers.
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DIVISION OF SERVICES FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

COMMUNITY PLACEMENTS

SYSTEMIC STRENGTHS

DSPD Support Coordinators act as advocates for individuals who are receiving services through
the Division and through its contract providers. They verify and provide appropriate
documentation necessary for ensuring an individual’s eligibility for waivered services, provide
crisis intervention when necessary, monitor the delivery and appropriateness of contracted
services, review monthly provider reports, and assess an individual’s well-being through in-
person visits in the home or at the day support site. The DSPD Fatality Review Committee
recognized the excellent work of several Support Coordinators and recommended that they be
commended for their outstanding work.

Staff from several contract providers were recognized by the Committee for their excellence in
caring for individuals and for their exceptiona! efforts to provide comfort to individuals suffering
from terminal medical conditions. Staff from United Cerebral Palsy, Danville Services, Futures
through Choices, Frontline Services, TURN Community Services, and Chrysalis were
commended for their outstanding work.

The DSPD RN’s provide an excellent resource for Support Coordinators in dealing with the
health and safety issues of individuals in service. Many of the individuals receiving services
through DSPD and its contract providers are diagnosed with numerous medical and/or behavioral
problems for which they receive treatment and prescription medication. Individuals who are
immobile are subject to skin breakdown that can lead to serious, and even life-threatening,
wounds. RN’s visit with individuals in their homes, in hospitals, and in care centers o make
assessments of their medical condition and to monitor their progress and the quality of care they
are receiving. The RN’s have knowledge of prescription medications, their uses and possible side
effects and can monitor the effectiveness and/or appropriateness of these medications. In some
instances the RN’s act as a liaison between medical professionals and providers, family, and
DSPD, and they participate with hospital personnel in discharge planning.

Recently, Southern Region acquired a second RN to provide coverage for individuals from south
of the Wasatch Front to the southern-most areas of the state. Service to Support Coordinators and
individuals has been enhanced by having an RN located in that geographical area. The Committee
recognizes the excellent work of the DSPD RN’s in all regions.

A terminally-ill woman who was receiving Community Living Support services through
United Cerebral Palsy (UPC) was provided the opportunity to die with digmty at home,
Staff provided excellent care in facilitating the healing and prevention of wounds
incurred from skin breakdown. They coordinated services with Hospice, provided an
opportunity for Hospice staff to instruct UPC group home staff and the group home
residents on what to expect during the woman’s dying process, and honored the woman’s
request to return home to die in fariliar surroundings in the company of family and
friends.

An individua! and his roommate were living in a Supported Living apartment provided
by Danville Services. While the man’s roommate was hospitalized and in rehab,
Danville Services staff stopped in ofien to spend time with the individual at times other
than their three contracted visits per week. The Residential Manager telephoned the
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individual each day to determine that he had arrived home safely from his day program
and to insure that the man was eating dinner.

Frontline’s behavior specialist wrote a behavior protocol specifically designed for the
work environment of a woman who was demonstrating many behavioral issues at her
work site and provided training on the protocol to day support staff. This plan, when
followed correctly, worked well in decreasing the incidence of the woman's maladaptive
behaviors.

During the months of a woman’s hospitalization, rehabilitation, and subsequent hospital
admissions, Danville Services staff were actively involved in monitoring her progress
and in planning to meet her needs at time of discharge. Danville made arrangements to
move the woman into a wheelchair-accessible apartment. The Office of the Public
Guardian assisted the woman’s family in having a family member appointed as her legal
guardian. Danville and the OPG worked closely with hospital and skilled nursing facility
staff to monitor the woman’s medical situation, and they kept her family fully informed
of her needs. After the woman’s discharge to the rehabilitation facility Danville staff
continued to visit her, assist with her feedings, and provide emotional support.

Chrysalis staff provided excellent care to a man and his family during the man’s illness.
Staff visited the home and provided respite for the primary caretaker. Their service
allowed the man to remain in his mother’s home during the final weeks of his life.

The Committee commended a Support Coordinator for the positive relationship that he
developed with a young Native American man and for the feelings of trust that he
engendered in the youth. The Support Coordinator, who speaks the Navajo language and
is familiar with Navajo culture, was well matched for working with the young man and
his family.

SYSTEMIC WEAKNESSES

Although the DSPD Fatality Review Committee noted some concerns related to the delivery of
provider services, there were no obvious systemic-weakness trends in the DSPD cases reviewed
during FY 2007. The level of care for individuals appears to have been appropriate and provided
as contracted. Individuals were provided with multiple services, excellent medical, dental, and .
mental health care, and opportunities to participate in meaningful work and community and social
aclivities. Provider staff worked with several individuals in planning and shopping for nutritious
meals and in encouraging them to exercise in order to reach or maintain a heaithy weight. Nine
children and two adults were able to be cared for in their homes by family with the help of respite
services. However, in several of those cases the individuals had been on the waiting list for
services for several years and had become eligible for services shortly before their deaths.

Miscellaneous Concerns |
Some of the concerns noted by the Committee included the possible financial exploitation of an

individual by his host home parents. The Bureau of Internal Review and Audit (BIRA) is
currently investigating this matter. It was also noted that the provider had not submitted
mandatory monthly reports to the Division.

A woman from Northern Region who fractured her knee was hospitalized at the University of
Utah Medical Center in Salt Lake City and was scheduled for knee surgery. The Futures through
Choices Program Coordinator provided hospital staff with extensive information about the
woman’s medical history, and he or another staff member made daily trips to the hospital to
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monitor her progress. The Program Coordinator informed the hospital that the woman would be
returning to the group home unless she required a higher level of care than staff was able to
provide. In that case she would be released to a skilled nursing facility in Brigham City, In
response to the Program Coordinator’s telephone call, hospital staff reported that the woman had
done well in surgery. Later that day FTC staff reported that the surgery had been postponed for
several days. When the Program Coordinator arrived at the hospital to transport the woman to
Brigham City, he found that she had been released to an unidentified individual. The man was
eventually identified as staff from the Brigham City nursing home, and the woman had been
transported and admitted to that facility without the knowledge of DSPD or of Futures through
Choices. The Northern Region RN reported that she had not been informed that the individual
had been hospitalized. Otherwise, she could have coordinated discharge planning with the
hospital, thus preventing the individual’s release to an unauthorized person. The Northern
Region RN has provided support coordinators with a procedure for coordinating the discharge of
an individual from a hospital.

A woman was admitted to the hospital for emergency surgery to repair a perforated stomach.
After the woman’s doctor indicated that he did not think she would survive, attempts were made
to reach the woman’s legal co-guardian but with no success. The parents (co-guardians) made the
decision to remove life support, and the woman died shortly thereafter. It was unclear if provider
staff had alternative telephone numbers for the guardian. The Committee questioned if there was
a backup guardian who could make medical decisions in the event that the legal guardian could
not be reached during a medical emergency. The provider indicated that the issue of establishing
a backup protocol and a “calling tree” for all individuals in their services who have court-
appointed guardianship would be addressed with the agency’s management team.

Casework Documeniation

The problem most frequently noted by the Committee dealt with Support Coordinator Activity
Log documentation. In five of the sixty-one cases (8%) the Committee noted deficiencies in the
recording of caseworker activities. One worker “cut and paste” log entries from month to month
with little or no change in the content. When the client’s circumstances changed, these log entries
provided false information. The Committee also recommended that the supervisor be reminded
that it was his responsibility to review activity logs for accuracy and to train staff in activity

documentation.

Another worker “cut and paste” the lengthy monthly provider reports into his logs. It was
recommended that he include a brief summary rather than the entire report. Another worker
failed to document medical orders and follow-up in her logs, which lead to the appearance of
medical neglect on her part. The worker was trained on appropriate documentation of such
orders.

Another Support Coordinator appeared to have violated DSPD and Medicaid policy by not

recording a quarterly face-to-face visit with an individual. When questioned, the worker showed

 that he had recorded face-to-face visits with the family in brother’s log but had failed to record
them in this individual’s record. The worker acknowledged the oversight.

Provider Negligence
In one case { (2 %) negligence on the part of a contract provider appears to have directly

contributed to the death of an individual.

A twenty-cight-year-old woman died from drug intoxication after taking the prescription
medications intended for all of the residents of the group home in which the woman
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lived. After picking up multiple prescription medications from a pharmacy, staff placed
the pills in an unlocked storage room until she made time to fill each individual’s
medication cassette. The decedent found the medications and ingested them all. The
decedent had a history of suicide ideation and of engaging in self-injurious behaviors.

Reporting of Fatalities

During FY 2007, there was a breakdown in the Division's reporting of fatalities to the DHS
Fatality Review Coordinator. At least one-third of the sixty-one fatalities were not forwarded to
the Fatality Review Coordinator in a timely manner. The problem surfaced when DSPD
administration compared their recotds with the fatality review database and discovered that a
number of deceased individuals were not included in the database nor had their cases been
reviewed. Because the DHS Fatality Review Coordinator receives the Deceased Client Reports
from DSPD administration, it is imperative that these reports be forwarded as soon as they are
received.

Tt is concerning that the Deceased Client Report for the case in Southern Region pertaining to the
individual who died after taking the group home residents’ prescription medications was never
sent to the Fatality Review Coordinator. She was made aware of the death by the Region RN but
was never notified by the region or by administration.

DIVISION RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

The DSPD Regional Directors are to be commended for their prompt and serious consideration of
committee recommendations, for the action that they initiate to comply with recommendations,
and for their formal written responses to the Fatality Review Committee. Two Committee
recommendations were directed to DSPD administration, but there has been no response to either
of the following recommendations.

It was recommended that DSPD administration make written communication with UTA
asking them to train and/or remind FLEXTRAN drivers to communicate any COncerns,
health or behavioral, they have about those individuals to provider staff as the individual
exits the bus.

It was also recommended that DSPD administration consider putting additional language
in provider contracts requiring them to provide a detailed procedure for reaching an
individual’s legal guardian or a backup guardian in the event of a medical emergency.

UTAH STATE DEVELOPMENTAL CENTER

The deaths of three individuals were reported by the Utah State Developmental Center. One
individual died at the University of Utah Medical Center, Salt Lake City, Utah, of Chronic
Subdural Hemorrthage due to Tuberous Sclerosis. A formal death review was held for this
individual at USDC.

Failure to Thrive is listed as the cause of death for a second individual who was living at a care

center in Salt Lake City, and a third individual died at USDC as the result of a Seizure Disorder.
The fataity reviews for these individuals are pending.
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DIVISION OF AGING AND ADULT SERVICES

During FY 2007, there were three reported fatalities from the Division of Aging and Adult
Services that met DHS fatality review criteria. Two individuals died of pneumonia, one at home
and the other in a hospital, and the third individual died of exposure.

DIVISION OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND MENTAL HEALTH
UTAH STATE HOSPITAL

During FY 2007, Utah State Hospital reported the deaths of four people who were currently
receiving or who had received services within ninety days of their deaths. An individual who was
receiving in-patient treatment at USH died of cancer. The individual suffered from a number of
medical problems including a malignant neoplasm of the prostate, a neuroendocrine tumor in the
large intestine, and an umbilical hernia. He received excellent medical care for these conditions
while at USH including consultations with medical specialists. Afier deciding against treatment
for the more recent diagnosis of the tumor in the large intestine, the individual was assigned a

Hospice caseworker.

A second individual died of an Acute Myocardial Infarction at a care center in Salt Lake City,
Utah. He had been hospitalized at USH for over a year before being discharged to the care
center. The individual was diagnosed with, among other things, Dementia due to Medical
Condition with Behavioral Disturbance. He received excellent psychiatric and medical care
while a patient at USH.

A third individual died of Congestive Heart Failure at a care center in Heber, Utah. She had
psychiatric diagnoses in addition to several medical diagnoses. While a patient at USH, the
individual received quality treatment for psychiatric issues, as well as for medical issues.

The fourth individual died in an auto/pedestrian accident on an Interstate highway in Utah, and
his death has been ruled a suicide. The man was referred to USH for treatment as not competent
to proceed for criminal charges. After undergoing medication changes and adjustments the
individual was eventually found competent, was placed on probation, and was released to the
community. After discharge from USH the individual was referred for mental health services.
Although he contacted mental health, he did not set an appointment before his death.

The Utah State Hospital Clinical Director and the Clinical Risk Manager conducted on-site Risk
Management Fatality reviews for each case. Due to the reclassification of DHS Fatality Review
reports as Private, which creates the possibility of HIPPA violations, USH no longer provides
DHS with reports of its reviews.
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DIVISION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEMS

The Committee received notification of the fatalities of four Division of Juvenile Justice Systems
(DJJS) clients. The mannet of death of one youth is listed as “undetermined” with the cause of
death being drug poisoning, The youth, who was in JJS custody at the time of his death, was on a
home placement. The manner of death of the second youth, who was in an Independent Living
placement, is listed as an “accident” with the cause of death being drowning. The third youth’s
death was certified a suicide with the cause of death being a gunshot wound. The youth had
recently begun a home placement. A fourth youth died of a staph infection while participating in
a wilderness program.

SYSTEMIC STRENGTHS

In the cases reviewed by the Fatality Review Committee, youth in DJIS custoedy received
intensive assessments and services that included individual and group therapies, medication
management, life skills training, substance abuse treatment programs, educational services, and
tracking. Case managers and trackers were diligent in monitoring the well-being and compliance
of their clients.

SYSTEMIC WEAKNESSES
Due to the low number of cases reviewed for DJJS, the Committee did not identify any practice

concerns or systemic weaknesses.

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC GUARDIAN

During FY 2007, the Office of the Public Guardian reported the deaths of thirteen individuals for
whom they had provided guardianship services. Three clients were also receiving services in
community placements through the Division of Services for People with Disabilities, and one
client was receiving services through the Utah State Developmental Center. Six individuals were
hospitalized at the time of their deaths, and seven individuals died in care centers. The manner of
death for all clients was “natural causes”. The OGP provided the Fatality Review Coordinator
with comprehensive summaries of the clients’ service histories and with an explanation of the
causes of death. It appeared that all decedents received appropnate services and that their deaths
were related to age and medical conditions,
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DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
FATALITY REPORT

FY 2007
Cases
Number of
DEPARTMENT/DIVISION Reported Open at Cases | Reviews | 1, Female
D Time of Reviewed | Fending
eaths
Death
DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN SERVICES 134 101 124 10 76 58
DAAS (Division of Aging and
Adult Services) 3 z 3 0 1 2
DCF.S (Dt'vis:Inn af Child and 49 2i 42 o 22 27
Family Services}
DCFS/DSPD (Division of Child and
Family Services/Division of Services 1 0 1 0 1 0
Jor People with Disabilities)
DIJS (Division of Juvenile Justice 3 3 3 0 » i
Systemns)
DJIIS/DCFS (Division of Juvenile
Justice Systems/ Division aof Child 1 1 0 1 1 0
and Family Services)
DMM - UISH (Division of Mental 4 2 4 0 3 i
Health - Utah State Hospiral)
DSPD - COMMUNITIY
PLACEMENT (Division of
Services for People with 5 56 36 0 37 19
Disabilities)
DSED/DCFS (Division of Services
Jor People with Disabilities/Division i | 1 0 1 t]
of Child and Family Services}
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SUMMARY - Continued

DEPARTMENT/DIVISION

Number of
Reported
Deaths

Cases
Open at
Time of

Death

Cases
Reviewed

Reviews
Pending

Male

Female

DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN SERVICES

134

101

124

10

76

58

DSPIYDSA/MH (Division of
Services for People with
Disabilities/Division af Substarice
Abuse and Mental Health)

DSPIVOPG (Division af Services
for People with Disabilities/Qffice of
the Public Guardian)

USDC (Division of Services for
Peaple with Disabilities - Utah
State Developmenial Center)

USDC/QOPG (Utah State
Developmental Center/Office of the
Public Guardian)

OPG (Office of the Public
Guardian)
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CHART1I
FIVE-YEAR COMPARISON

FY 2003 - FY 2007

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY2007
DHS Reported
Deaths 106 95 106 100 134
DAAS 0 1 1 0 3
DCFS/DSFD 1 2 | 1 ]
DIIS 5 1 = " ;
DJIS/DCFS 0 0 0 ] ]
DMH - USH 7 5 3 2 .
DSPD 29 39 43 57 56
DSPD - USDC 5 8 5 3 3
DSPD/DMH 1 0 0 0 ]
Cases Open at
Time of Death 70 66 76 79 101
Reviews Held 96 92 101 99 124
Abuse & Neglect
Deaths 6 9 5 6 11
Accidental
Deaths 21 10 13 8 15
Homicides 5 3 4 1 5
Motor Vehicle
Related Deaths 14 2 8 3 5
Suicides 1 3 9 1 4
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CHART 11

AGE AT TIME OF DEATH
FY 2007
AGEIN | bHs | paas | DeFs DCrS/ | pus | pews | DsPD %EE; ]:%:g DSPD! | orG | uspe USDC | ush
<] 27 27
1-3 | 9 9
46 ) 2
7-10 9 4 5
1n-14 | 7 1 1 5
15-18 | 1 6 3 1 1
-3 | 7 5 i i
31 -50 28 1 21 2 1 2 1
51-65 20 15 1 1 1 2
66 - 80 10 1 4 4 1
81-90 | 2 2
91-100 | 2 1 1
ToTaLS | 134 | 3 49 1 3 1 56 i 1 3 9 2 1 4
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CHART 111

SUICIDE DEATHS
FY2007
MANNER OF SUICIDE | GENDER | AGE | DIVISION
Asphyxia (Hanging) Male 21 DSPD
Auto/Pedestrian Male USH
Exit from Moving Vehicle Male DCFS
Gunshot Wound Mala DJJS
TOTAL -4
HOMICIDE DEATHS
FY2007
MANNER OF
HOMICIDE GENDER AGE DIVISION
Gunshot Wound Female 15 DCFS
Inflicted Trauma Female 4 months DCFS
Male 2 DCFS
Abusive Head Injury
from Shaken Baby Male 20 DSPD/DCFS
Syndrome
Strangulation Female 3 months DCFS
Female 15 DCFS
TOTALS 6
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CHARTYV

ACCIDENTAL DEATHS

FY2007
CAUSE OF DEATH GENDER AGE DIVISION
Asphyxiation FEMALE 5 moenths DCF3
MALE 7 PCFS
MALE 60 DSPD
Blunt Force Injuries to
the Head/Traumatic MALE 2 DCF5S
Brain Injury
FEMALE 3 DCFS
MALE 13 DCFS
MALE 13 DCFS/DSPD
MALE 33 DSPD
Drowning FEMALE 10 months DCFS
FEMALE 12 months DCFS
MALE 14 months DCFS
MALE 18 DJIS
Smoke
Inhalation/Conflagration Mala 14 months DCFS
Injuries
Male 2 DCFS
Female 4 DCFS
TOTALS 15
Males 12
Females 3
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CHART V1

ABUSE/NEGLECT DEATHS
FY 2007
CAUSE OF DEATH DHS GENDER AGE DIVISION
Traumatic Head Injory 1 Male 13 DCFS/DSPD
1 Male 20 DSPD/DCFS
Asphyxia 1 Male L] DCFS
1 Female 3 months DCFS
1 Female 5 months DCFS
Drowning 1 Female 10 months DCFS
1 Female 1 DCF$
Drug Intoxication 1 Female 18 DSPD
Inflicted Injuries 1 Female 4 months DCFS
1 Male 2 DCFS
Smoke Inhalation 1 Male 13 months DCFS
TOTALS 11
CHART VII
MEDICAL EXAMINER’S DETERMINATION
MANNER OF DEATH
FY 2007
A DHS DAAS | DCFS SIS DSPD OPG usbc | usH
Accident 16 13 1 2
Homicide 5 4 |
Natural Causes 94 2 22 1 54 b4 3 3
Pending 3 2 1
Suicide 4 1 1 1
Undetermined 12 1 3 1 2
TOTALS 134 3 50 4 61 9 3
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CHART VIl
FATALITIES BY REGION AND OFFICE

FY2007

DIVISION OF AGING AND ADULT SERVICES

REGION TOTAL OFFICKE TOTAL
Central 3
Holladay 3
TOTAL 3 3

DIVISION OF CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES

REGION TOTAL OFFICE TOTAL,
Eastern 4
Price 2
Roosevelt 1
Vernal i
Northern 12
Bountiful 2
Logan 1
Ogden B
Brigham City 1
Salt Lake Valley 23
East Jordan Neighborhood 1
Fashion Place 1
Jackson 4
Magna 1
Oguirrh Neighborhood 11
- Salt Lake West 1
South Town i
Tooele 1
West Jordan 2
Southwest 5
Cedar City 1
St. George 4
Western 6
Heber City 1
Nephi 1
Provo 2
Spanish Fork 2
TOTAL 5 50
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CHART VIII - Continued

DIVISION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEMS

REGION TOTAL OFFICE TOTAL

- Region 1 1
Ogden 1

Region II 2
Salt Lake 2

Region 111 1
Price 1
TOTAL 4 4

DIVISION OF SERVICES FOR PEOPLE

WITH DISABILITIES
REGION TOTAL QFFICE TOTAL
Central 26
Administration 4
Heber City 3
Holladay 18
Vernal 1
Northern 11
Clearfield 3
Logan 1
Ogden 5
SLC - State Street 2
Southern 24 .
American Fork 4
Blanding 2
Moab 1
Nephi 3
Price 2
Prove 3
Spanish Fork 3
St, George 6
USDC 3
American Fork 3
TOTAL 64 64
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DIVISION OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE
and MENTAL HEALTH

CHART VIII - Continued

REGION

TOTAL

OFFICE

TOTAL

USH

4

Provo

TOTAL

4

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC GUARDIAN

REGION TOTAL OFFICE TOTAL
Nerthern 2
Salt Lake 7
Southwest 2
Utah Valley 2
Administration 13
TOTAL 13 13
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Executive Summary

The Office of Services Review conducted
the Qualitative Case Review (QCR) and the
Case Process Review (CPR), in conjunction
with the Federal Court appointed monitor,
as required by the "Performarnce Milestone
Plan.” The Milestone Plan is an agreement
approved in Federal Court that outlines
steps for the Division of Chitd and Family
Services (DCFS) fo take in order to
improve the child welfare system.

To measure how well the Division is
accomplishing this task, the Milestone Plan
calls for an evaluation of both outcomes
(OCR) and compliance with DCFS practice
guidelines (CPR).

The QCR has helped identify gquality
services provided by Utah’s child welfare
system for the past eight years.

The CPR provided information regaraing
DCFS’ ability to meet established policy
expectations.  Positive outcomes and
improved services for every family are the
priorities of Utahs child welfare
professionals.

The accormpanying tables highlight some of
the challenges met by DCFS workers
during FY2007.

Qualitative Case Review (QCR):

» Overall Child Status was 96%.
All regions exceeded the exit
criteria of 85%. ‘

¢ 96% of all cases passed Safety.

s Overall System Performance was
90%. Three regions exceeded the
exit criteria of 85%.

» All regions exceeded the 70% exit
criteria on Child and Family
Teaming/Coordination, Child and
Family Planning Process, Plan
Implementation, and Tracking and
Adaptation,

¢ The Western, Salt Lake Valley, and

Northern regions passed the QCR.

Case Process Review (CPR):

 Evidence of required activities
was found 92% of the time.
Partial credit responses
represent less than 2% of the
overall score, .

+ For the second year in a row,

overall results in each case
" type met the goal of 85% (and
90% in CPS).

o Five of six health care
questions scored above goal.
The sixth question was within
1% of reaching the goal.

« Only one measure scored
below goal by more than 10%.

Page 39 of 206




Submitted to:

Utah State Legislature
Child Welfare Legislative
Oversight Committee and
The Legislative Auditor
General

A System Review of the
Division of Child and
Family Services

Submitted by:

State of Utah

Department of Human Services
Lisa-Michele Church, Executive Director

Page 40 of 206




Table of Contents

L Intraducr"an. [IYYIY} arnvddb b fAfiARRAFRES Fe b FAGEERSITE bbb i AR FANNEFRYY ST SSRRRNAARINRENY LLIA NI R LT AL L L Ll L) I
I Qualitative Case Review . SROP vesraresaras 2
A. Purpose of the Review............ veonsssssensarars SRR SOTOT— S — )

B [ ] Met h°d01 ogy A A FABBASARRARVAR R A AR ARA NIRRT T b A AR AAE TRV IRV PR AR ARASARAR AR RS Y IRLIEL LT LAREAL LRl hs e AL ABLSRARANEARRIV RS !...'llz
DA REBIABIILY.........ceonovrissiestine et eieeeas s se s a0 88 b4 AL T80 0L S 4

C. Statewide Overall Scores..... SER— JO— JRR— rrsrtstessssesnsasrenasese "
ChIld @A FAMEY SUTUS ....ovcoeevroeemnrcosisisssessss s RE 80 LR 5
SACLY +..oooeveeevo s seeeaessesees st LR RS 6
Overalf Child Status Scores by Region ............ eereeteeeterterotettsheLAEE SRS N ERRSS e nEeR e R T e bR S LA AR N RA R s s 6
SYSLEM PETFOFIANCE ...ovvevvevere et T2 T 7

D. System Scores by Region......iisiraninnenn SRTR—— SRR verrsbsasas 8
E. Core Indicators..... SO SO ST S— pressas s rarae .
Child and Family Team / COOPdiRQUON ...t o s e bt s ]
CRIld Qrd FRIIY ASSESSIENL............cooneoeverississsees st e LSS 9
LORE-TEIt VIEW ..c.ooeoereeecenrihseessssssssse s s s AR T8 9
Child and Family PIRRINE ...... .o OOV POV RSSO TOUR P 9

PLAN TPIEHUERIGTION ...ttt a0 10
Tracking @Rd AGADUTION .............coov.oiviieneeee s bt S S 10

F. Summary of Progress........ rasseastreresreses sevssesnsarervrn SUTR—— revassassaresararenes FORTR—— 10
III. Case Process REView aspasasssnavaviatibiibpananssannw SRR PARASAABETREY IZTILIL AL LR AL L] LI LT LR LI LL Ll deddbidiAbARARSARARNEY LTI Al L] 12
A. Purpose of the Review........... RTR— FRPOTO— T — SR — N
CRANZES 10 THE CPR PPOCESS ....ooo oo AR AL 12
Health Care REQUITEMERIS ...........ooooeuetevreassissrsasss e st L s e v 13
Clarification of Priority OHE CIHETI .............oovtiiiiiiiit i s bt 13
Clarification of Step Parent JEERIY .......cc...oovwveeriiviiiniiinis it e st s s e s 13
THRHGERE SEPVICES .vvvvrevireesiesissens e s saes e e o o LS 14

B - Methodo1 ogy¢ llllllllllllll LITTTYLNNLIRERT L LA LR ] PP ALLARIARBARRIY whdpSARSLANRR NS AEdAAARARARARIREEYY A FA AL AR IRURERT NN AR AAANARES 14
C. FY 2007 CPR Results......umm reshessnssensansese veresesreraes versstaaranaranese prassesisasasenesrennes FOTPPTR— 14
D. Analysis by Case Type.....on. SOT— wessrnsiassenens JOY—— FPRT— .16
Child Protection SErviCes (CPS) .o en et b b e 16
Uncble t0 Locate @rd URGUCCEPIEH ... .o v eeeeeeeeeeeeeieis et bt as s s R et T s 16
HOME-Basetd RESUIS ........o..ooooeoveeteeeaeesevsts e estssestam e e en bt e e e rd e d e FE£E R E T LR H T bbb e 16
FOSIEF Care RESMIIS «.ooco.oooeeoeoeeoeeeeveue e e rsesess s sasabs s bs et et s e e se e e nE e sae e 143 E b LS e R8T AL LIS S b ettt 17

E. Continual Improvement Plan.......... vreranarasasrens vreunsasesmmennnts SO FRRR— .
TabIESiﬂﬂifio .......... BfAASAASEERREY wbwhbbdpiiAARANANNRFRFEY CIIEZITETTITTI LY L]} IL LI TIIT I ]! shhbiAAaNETRY I IIIER AL LL LI L] [T RYRY TR A R LA LA S 2 L) 19
Appendix e T TTYT TR L) TIIIITE TR YT T S PTETTTI T T Y R T ITILI TR By PR TL 2 FTITET YELR LT L] SRR EAREEREFRYY vEdbhb R AALRRANERRENY T TITTIIY Y] 25

Page 41 of 206




I. Introduction

This report provides information on the
Case Process and Qualitative Case Reviews
of the Division of Child and Family Services
(DCFS). Reviews help to examine how well
caseworkers follow Practice  Model
principles and practice guidelines and
measure outcomes of system processes.
The Practice Model is a principle-based
framework for DCFS that identifies best
practice  principles and  procedural
requirements.

In accordance with a court order dated
September 17, 1998 in the matter of David
C. v. Huntsman (also known as David C. v.
Leavitf) the Milestone Plan was created.
The Performance Milestone Plan (the Plan)
identifies specific objectives to achieve,
outfines the steps necessary to reach those
goals, and describes methods for
measuring performance. On June 28,
2007, Judge Tena Campbeli approved an
agreement to terminate this lawsuit. This
ended formal monitoring by the court
appointed monitor, Child Welfare Group
(CWG). The parties agreed significant and
enduring practice improvements were in
effect. The Milestone Plan continues to be
the official business plan of DCFS.

The Plan wuses a  performance
measurement system developed by DCFS,
CWG and the Office of Services Review
(OSR). The system uses two reviews: a)
The Case Process Review (CPR) tests how
well caseworkers comply with very specific

August 2007

practice  guidelines and  statutory
requirements, and b) the Qualitative Case
Review (QCR) measures the outcomes
achieved for the child and family.

The CPR is “compliance” oriented, whereas
the QCR is “outcome and principle”
oriented. For example, the CPR asks if the
child protection worker had face-to-face
contact with the alleged victim within
response guidelines (compliance with the
guideline). The QCR asks if the child is
currently safe (measurement of outcome).

The CPR is primarily a review of the case
record. A selection of random cases is
generated. OSR reviewers search the
DCFS computer data system (SAFE) and
travel to the field office to examine the
case file and determine compliance with
practice guidelines.

The QCR gathers evidence from multiple
interviews in addition to reviewing the case
record. A sample of 24 cases per region
(72 for the Salt Lake region) is selected.
Each case is evaluated by a pair of trained
reviewers who interview key parties to the
case such as the family, child, foster
family, service providers, teachers, etc.

The first chapter of this report explains the
purpose, methodology, and results of the
QCR. The second chapter explainsg the
purpose, recent process changes,
methodology and results of the CPR.

Page 1
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II. Qualitative Case Review

A. Purpose of the Review

The Qualitative Case Review is a method
of evaluation used by the Office of Services
Review (OSR), in conjunction with the
Child Welfare Group (CWG), to assess the
current status of children and families
served by the Division of Child and Family
Services (DCFS) and the performance of
the child welfare system. The Qualitative
Case Review is a part of the Milestone Plan
developed by DCFS and CWG to improve
services to clients. FY2007 marks the
eighth consecutive round of Qualitative
Case Review.

B. Methodology

Qualitative Case Reviews were conducted
in all regions, Reviews began in October
2006 and concluded in May 2007. In most
regions 24 cases were selected for each
review. In the Salt Lake Valiley region 72
cases were reviewed in two separate
reviews consisting of 36 cases each. Cases
were drawn from offices across each
region. The total number of cases selected
for review was 168.

Four cases were partially scored or not
scored at all. Two children were on the run
or absent without leave (AWOL) at the
time of the review. Such cases
automatically receive unacceptable scores
on safety, which necessarily leads to an
unacceptable score on Overall Child Status.
Other than safety, Child Status indicators
are not scored if the child is AWOL. In
addition, when the child is AWOL System
Performance indicators are not scored.

July 2007

Two cases were unusual in circomstance.
In one case, allegations of sexual
perpetration by the target child toward
another child in the home emerged a few
days prior to the review. The foster
parents declined to participate in the
review and it was deemed therapeutically
unwise to interview the child. This case
received an unacceptable score on safety
and Overall Child Status. Due to the lack
of interviews with key parties, further Child
Status indicators were not scored, nor
were the System’ Performance indicators
scored; however, a narrative of the case
was provided to the region.

Finally, one case involved an 18-year-old
child who had aged out of the system and
whose case was closed prior to the review.
This child was out of state and could not
be interviewed. Due to the child's age and
the closed status of the case, the child was
not considered AWOL. Due to a lack of
information, no finding was made as to her
safety, and no Child Status or System
performance indicators were scored;
however, a narrative of the case was
provided to the region.

Because these four cases were either
partially scored or not scored at all, rather
than the customary statewide total of 168
cases, the total number of cases scored on
Safety and overall Child Status is 167 and
the total number on other Child Status
indicators, System Performance indicators,
and overall System Performance is 164.
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The selection of cases was based on a
sampling matrix, assuring that children of
all age groups were included. The samples
included children receiving out-of-home
care and families receiving home-based
services such as voluntary counseling
services, protective supervision services, or
intensive family preservation. Cases were
selected by CWG for all regions except the
Southwest region. Southwest cases were
selected by OSR. The Southwest Region
no longer requires CWG oversight as they
previously met QCR exit criteria for two
consecutive years,

The information used for evaluation was
obtained through in-depth interviews with
the child (if old enough to participate),
parents or other guardians, foster parents
(when the target child was placed in foster
care), caseworker, teacher, therapist,
service providers and others having a
significant role in the child’s life. The
chiid's file, including prior CPS
investigations and other available records,
was also reviewed.

In all regions, (with the exception of the
Southwest region) CWG reviewers were
assigned to half of the cases. Reviewers
from DCFS, OSR, or community partners
were assigned to the remaining cases. An
important element of a QCR review is the
participation of professionals from outside
DCFS who work in related fields such as
mental health, juvenile courts, education,
corrections, etc.

After the reviews were completed, the case
was scored and reviewers submitted a case
story narrative. The Qualitative Case
Review instrument used by the reviewers,
referred to as the QCR Protocol, is divided
into two parts or domains.

July 2007

The first domain appraises the child and
family's current status. The indicators in
this domain are:

Safety

Stability

Appropriateness of Placement
Prospects for Permanence
Health/Physical Well-being
Emotional/Behavioral Well-being
Learning Progress/Development
Caregiver Functioning

Family Functioning and
Resourcefulness

» Satisfaction

s ® & ¢ & 5 & B ®

The second domain evaluates system
performance. It follows the principles of
the DCFS Practice Model. The indicators in
this domain are:

» Child and Family Participation
» Child and Family Team and
Coordination

Child and Family Assessment
Long-term View

Child and Family Planning Process
Plan Implementation

Forma! and Informal
Supports/Services

Successful Transitions
Effective Results

Tracking and Adaptation
Caregiver Suppotrt

Each system indicator was scored on a
scale of 1 to 6, with 1 representing a
completely unacceptable outcome, 4
identifying minimally acceptable
performance, and 6 representing an
optimal outcome. The scaled score is then
weighted. The following table identifies the
weights of each system performance
indicator.

Page 3
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: Assigned -
R Indlcator AR
ac Weight
Chitd/Family Participation 2
[ "Child and Family Team & .
Coordination
Child and Family 3
| Assessment .
Long-term View 2
Child and Family Planning 3
Process
Plan implementation F
Farmal and Informal 2
Supports and Services
Successful Transition 1
Effactive Resulls 2
Tracking and Adaptation 3
Caregiver Support 1

A narrative written by the review team
gave background information on the child
and family’s circumstances, evaluated the
child’s current status and described the
strengths and weaknesses of the system.
The reviewers made specific suggestions
for improvement when needed.

Data Reliability

Several controls were in place to assure
data accuracy. In all regions (except the
Southwest region), the court appointed
monitor, Paul Vincent from CWG, and his
staff were involved on all levels of the
review process. They participated in
reviewing half of the cases, attended all
case debriefings, and checked the scoring
calculations. In all regions cases were
reviewed by two individuals, which
minimized personal biases. When DCFS
personnel were involved as reviewers they
paired with @ non-DCFS reviewer and

July 2007

examined cases in a region other than
their own. Office of Services Review
assessed each case story for completeness
and consistency. Finally, a case story
narrative for each case was submitted to
the caseworker and region administration
to review for factual accuracy. In addition,
the caseworker, supervisor and/or region
administrators had the opportunity to give
factual clarifications to the reviewers
during the review process in the entrance
and exit interviews as well as during the
debriefing of the case. The regions also
have the option of appealing scores on
individual cases if the appeal is based on
facts that were present at the time of the
review,

C. Statewide Overall Scores

Data for the Qualitative Case Review
(QCR) can be examined from many
different  perspectives. A broad
perspective examines the Overall Score for
the two domains, Child and Family Status
and System Performance.

The following chart illustrates the
performance of DCFS on a statewide basis,
gives some historical background and
charts the trends in overall performance
since the inception of the QCR process and
the Milestone Plan. As the chart illustrates,
the child welfare system has demonstrated
a high level of performance in both
domains for the past four years.
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Statewide Qverall Scores FY2000-FY2007
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Child and Family Status

The Milestone Plan calls for 85% of all
cases reviewed to attain an acceptable
overall score on Child and Family Status.
The scores on individual status indicators
are important in identifying strengths and
needs in particular areas. The score on the
statewide Overall Child Status for DCFS is
96% of cases in the acceptable range. This
is an increase over last year's score of
94% and represents the sixth year in a
row the overall score reached over 90%.

For the sixth consecutive year, all regions
met the exit criteria on Child Status. Most
Child Status indicators scored very well.
Indicators that achieved a statewide
average of 85% or better included: Safety

(96%), Appropriateness of Placement
(97%), Health/Physical Well-being (99%),
Emotional/Behavioral Well-being (91%),
Learning Progress (91%), Caregiver
Functioning (97%), and Client Satisfaction
(91%).

It has been difficult to achieve high scores
on the status indicators of Stability,
Prospects for Permanence and Family
Resourcefulness but each of these
indicators improved this year. (Stability
71% to 74%, Prospects for Permanence
64% to 72%, and Family Resourcefulness

' 62% to 74%). The overall scores for the

past five years have been shaded in the
chart below.

Fyo3 FY04 FY05 FY06 FYO7
Safety 97.1% 97.0% 92% 95% 96%
Stability 74.1% 80.0% C73% 71% 74%
Appropriateness of Placement 96.4% 97.6% 96% 95% 97%
Prospect for Permanence 60.2% 72.7% 66% 64% 72%
Health/Physical Well-being 97 6% 98.8% 97% 99% 929%
Ermotional/Behavioral Well-being 81.9% 86.7% B6% 89% 91%
Learning Progress 78.8% 87.3% 87% 89% 91%
Caregiver Functioning 97.5% 29.0% 98% 98% 97%
Family Resourcefulness 53.6% 73.5% 74% 62% 74%
Satisfaction 86.1% 90.3% 89% 90% 91%
Overall Score 93% 94% 91% 94% 96%
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Safely

Safety is referred to as the “trump” for
child and family status. Since safety is
central to the overall well-being of the
child, the case cannot pass the Child Status
domain if it fails on this indicator. To
receive an acceptable rating, the child
must be safe from risks of harm in his/her
living and learning environments. Others in

the child’s daily environments must also be
safe from high-risk behaviors or activities
of the child. Of the 167 cases scored, 161
had an acceptable score on Safety, which
represents 96% of all cases. This is an
excellent score. The following graph
ilustrates Child Status results for the last
five years.

!
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Overall Child Status Scores by Region
The table betow shows Overall Child Status

results by region. For the sixth
consecutive year, every region exceeded

the 85% exit criteria, and for the seventh
consecutive year, the state average met or
exceeded 85%.

Child Status T Fyoo] FYoi Fvo FYO3] FYOd Fyos| Fyoe Fyorl
Baseline; Curre
Score:
Eastem Region 78%|  83%| 96%| 96%| 100%| 92%| 100%|  96%
Northem Region 8% 75% 96%| 100%| 100%| 96%| % 1(20"/1
Salt Lake Region 8% oeel  88% 89%| 90%| 88%| 92% 9%
Southwest Region 8% 83%| 88%| 9% 96%| 100%| 96% 91%
Westem Region 5% 83%| 100%| 9% 92%| 88%| 92%| %
Overall Score 78°/3 854  92% 93% 4% 9% 9% 96%
July 2007 Page 6
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System Performance

The Performance Milestone Plan calls for
85% of all cases reviewed to attain an
“acceptable” overall score on System
Performance. The plan also calls for the
core System Performance indicators (Child
and Family Team/Coordination, Child and

Family Assessment, Long-term View, Child
and Family Planning Process, Plan
Implementation, and Tracking and
Adaptation) to score 70% or more. The
shading in the following chart highlights
the core domains.

[ Fyoo | Fvor | Fro2 | Fv0a | Fve4 | FYOs | FYO6 | FY07

$zgiﬁéiﬂl‘xaﬂoh , | 386% | 37% | 452 | 614% | 704% Bt | 7% | 83%
Child and Family Assessment U o67% | 43.6% | 423% | 524% | 642%  63% C62% . 74%
Long-term View | 208% | 362% | 323% | 434% | 6AB% | 65% | 63% | 73%
Child & Family Planning Process | 32.7% | 42.3% | 52.4% | 61.4% | 721% | 76% | 75% | 88%
Plan Inplementation T 53.5% | 68.1% | 66.7% | 759% | 83.6% | B9% i B86% | 91%
Tracking & Adaptation 55.4% | 58.9% | 62.5% | 68.7% | 81.2% 84% 81% 84%
Child & Family Participation 57.0% | 564% | 60.1% | 67.3% | 824% 85% 82% 93%
Formal/Informal Supports 80.2% | 79.8% | 79.2% | B4.3% | 87.3% 93% 89% 94%,
Successful Transitions 44.0% | 54.3% | 56.1% | 656% | 79.4% 75% 78% 79%
Effective Results S8.0% | 66.3% | 70.8% | 77.1% | B83.6% 88% 87% 90%
Caregiver Support 895% | 018% | 928% | 94.8% | 97.0% 95% 96% 97%
Overall Score a2% | 57% 58% 66% | B4% 86% 82% 90%

Improvement in System Performance

Statewide system performance was 90%.
This is the highest score yet achieved on
this domain, and represents the fourth
consecutive year the score for overall
System Performance was 82% or higher.
Al System Performance indicators
improved from FY2006 to FY2007 and all

core indicators achieved a score of 73% or
better. The scores on all indicators were
the highest ever, setting new records on
each indicator. The following graph
displays the System Performance resuits
for the last five years.

‘ System Performance: 5 year progression
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D. System Scores by Region

The following table shows the Overall
System Performance scores by region.
Northern, Salt Lake and Westerh regions
exceeded the exit criteria by scoring

better than 85%. Eastern and Southwest
regions are not far behind with their score
of 83%. The state as a whole had an
Overall System Performance score of 90%.

Systerm Performance . - Froo| Fyoi| Fyo2] Fyo3] Fyod]  FYO5  FY FYo7]
Baseling Current|

Scores|

Eastern Region 3% 75%| 67%|  71%|  83%| 9% 88% 83%
Northem Region 2% 0% 58%|  S58%| 790  B3%| 88%| 96%
Salt [ake Region A8%| 53%| A49%| S0%| 86%| 83%| 76% 93%
Southwest Region 53%)  71%| 79%| < 88%| 92%{ 100%{ 92%| 83%
Westem Region 3% 43%| 64%)| T1%)| T TT%| 7%  88%
Overall Score 4 54 587  66% 84%  BE6% B82% 204

E. Core Indicators
The regions are mastering implementation
of the Practice Model as measured by the
scores achieved on the core indicators. For
the past three years, every region has
exceeded the exit criteria on Child and
Family = Teaming/Coordination,  Plan
Implementation, and Tracking and

Adaptation. Over those same three years,

all but one region has exceeded the criteria
on Child and Family Planning. Regions
have consistently had difficulty on two core
indicators Chiild and Family Assessment
and Long-term View; however scores on
these indicators are rising.

In FY2005 and FY2006, only a couple of

regions passed each of these indicators.
This year a majority of the regions
exceeded the exit criteria on both
indicators. More detail on the results for
each of the six core indicators follows.

Child and Family Team / Coordination

For the third consecutive year, every
region exceeded the 70% exit criteria.
This year scores ranged from 74% in
Eastern region to 87% in Salt Lake region.

As seen in the following table, the overall
teaming score for the state improved from
77% last year to 83% this year,

¢ & F Teaming/Coord. ©+ FY0D | FYOL | FY02 | FY03 | Fvo4 | FYOS i FY06 | FYO7
| Baseline | . i ; ; i i Current
L } i % ! E E | _Scores
Eastern Region T 22% | S0% | 67% | 75% | 75% | 79% | 75% | 74%
Northern Region | 44% | 29% | 42% | 42% i 67% | 75% ! 71% i 83%
Salt Lake Region T 37% | 20% | 35% | 54% | 78% | 80% | 75% | 87%
Southwest Region " E3 | 71% | 67% | 92% | 96% | 100% ; 92% o B83%
Western Region I 36% | 30% | 38% | 54% | 83% ! 73% | 75% ! 79%
Overall Score " 39% | 39% | 45% | 61% | 79% | 81% | 77% | 83%
July 2007 Page 8
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Child and Family Assessment

Four of the regions improved their Child
and Family Assessment score this year.
The cumulative effect was a 12-percentage
point increase in the statewide score (from
62% to 74%). This is the first year the

statewide score on Child and Family
Assessment has exceeded the exit criteria.
Most of the regions made excellent
progress on this indicator this year.

T C B FAssessment., FY00 | FYOL | FY02 | FY03 | FY04 | FY0s | FY06 i FYo7
| Baseline : : : : : : : Current

! i { | '; i E i Scores

Eastern Region % | 67% | 54% | 58% | 38% | 63% | 50% | 65%
Northern Region T 11% | 42% | 54% ;| 42% | 54% | 67% ( 54% | 79%

Salt Lake Region T 27% | 37% | 33% | 54% | 71% | 52% | 69% | 79%
Southwest Region D 37% L 5% | 42% | 63% | 83% | 88% b o71% | 61%
Western Region ' 27% | 30% | 46% | 42% | 63% D 68% [ 54% | 75%
Overall Score T 27% | 4% | 4% | 52% | 64% | 63% | 62% | 74%

Long-Term View

As with Child and Family Assessment, four
regions improved their score on Long-term
View, The cumulative effect was a 10
percentage point increase on this indicator

(from 63% to 73%). This is the first year
the statewide score on this indicator has
exceeded the 70% exit criteria.

Long-TermView | FY00 [Fvo1| Fyo2 | FYo3 | FYod4 | FY0S | FY06 | FYO7
Baseline ' Cusrent
Scores
Eastern Region 0% 50% 25% 50% 50% 63% 54% 65%
Northern Region 0% 29% 42% 25% 58% 71% 75% 92%
Salt Lake Region 3% 37% 32% 41% 70% 54% 56% 73%
Southwest Region 26% 38% 38% 54% B8% 82% B83% €65%
Western Region 9% 26% 26% 50% 50% 68% 54% 1%
Overall Score 21% 36% 32% 43% 65% 65% 63% 73%

Child and Family Planning

Four of the regions improved or maintained
their scores on Child and Family Planning
Process. The cumulative effect on the
statewide score was a substantial 13
percentage point increase from 75% to
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88%. This was due to substantial increases
in two regions. Western region rose from
67% to 83% and Salt Lake region soared
from 68% to 93%.
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Child & Family Planning Fyoof  Fyol — Fvoel  FY03 FY! Fyurj

Baseling Current]

Scores]

Eastem Regon 0%] 63% 67%; 58%| 7% 71%|  83% 83%4

Northem Region 11%) 6% 46% 46%) 63% 7% B3% 8894

Salt Lake Region 48% 31% 4% 60% = 7% 8% a3%4

Sauthwest Region 3% 58% 54%) 7%, A ZIEE 83%

Westem Region 27%) 35%) 54% 67% 63%| 68% 67% 83%4

Overall Score 33% A4 524 2% T2 76%  15% 88°4

Plan Implementation

Three regions improved their score on this criteria (Southwest region at 83%). For
indicator, one remained the same the fifth year in a row, every region

(Western region at 92%), and the second
decreased; yet remained above the exit

exceeded the exit: criteria on this indicator.

Pian Implementation oo Fyor FYQ2 FYQ3) FYos| Fros]
Basaling ‘ Current]
Score:

Eastern Region 44% 71%! 5%, 79% 79%) 2% 9% 100
Northem Region 56% 67% 67% 71% 71%) 83%|  B8% o2 |
Salt Lake Region 7% BB%) 57 71%) 87% e% T 8%
Southwest Region 53%)| 75%) B3 9% 5% 1007 B8% 83%]
Waestem Region A% 1% 71%] B83%) 79%) N 9% A2 |
Overall Score 53% 68%d 674 TT% 84% . 89% 86%4 AR |
Tracking and Adaptation

All regions exceeded the exit criteria for
this indicator for the fourth consecutive
year. Two regions experienced double-digit
declines, two other regions experienced

double-digit advances, and the final region
remained the same. The statewide score
on this indicator was 84%, which matches
the previous high in FY2005.

Tracking and Adaptation FY00 FYon Fyoz FYo3]  FYod] FYos| FYoH Fyorg

Basdling Current]

Scorey

Eastem Region 56%) 75% 79%) 83%)| 1% 88% 88% 78%4

MNorthem Ragion 56%%) 54%0) 5B S7% 71%) BEY%) B3%| o5
Salt Lake Region 9% 54%) 57%) 57%) 83%) T6%|  To%| . 87
Soutbwest Region A7%) 75% 79%, 6%, 6% 100%] 92% 74%
VWestem Region 6% 43% B0%) 63% 83% 7% T T

Owverall Score 55% 59, 63%4 9% 1% B4%4 81% 84

F. Summary of Progress

Eastern region scored 96% on their overall
Child Status and exceeded the exit criteria
on four of the six core indicators. Their
overall System Performance score {83%)
and their scores on Child and Family
Assessment and Long-term View (both at
65%) were just below exit criteria; in fact,
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they were only one case shott of passing.

After two years of coming within reach of
the goal, Northern region surpassed
expectations this year. Their scores on
overall Child Status and overall System
Performance were outstanding (100% and
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96%, respectively). They passed all core
indicators, with scores in the ninetieth
percentile on half of them. Scores on all
core indicators were the highest the region
has ever achieved.

Salt Lake Valley region passed the QCR for
the first time in FY2004, and then fell short
the next two years. This year they passed
for the second time. Not only did they pass
the review, they passed with extremely
high scores on many of the indicators.

The Salt Lake Valley region far exceeded
exit criteria on Overall Child Status (96%)
and Overall System Performance (93%).
The region achieved scores of 87% or
higher on four of the core indicators. The
two that remained in the seventieth
percentile were still comfortably above the
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exit criteria. The region scored higher than
ever before on all core indicators.

After three years of exceeding all exit
criteria, Southwest fell short this year due
to scores of 83% on overall System
Performance, 61% on Child and Family
Assessment and 65% on Long-term View.
The other core indicators declined but
remained above the exit criteria. The
region continues to achieve good outcomes
for children, as evidenced by their overall
Child Status score of 91%.

Western region passed the QCR for the
first time this year. Overall, Child Status
scored 96% and System Performance
scored 88%. All core indicators exceeded
the exit criteria, with scores ranging from
71% to 92%.
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1II. Case Process Review

A. Purpose of the Review

The Case Process Review (CPR) is an
integral part of the strategy to improve
system performance within the Division of
Child and Family Services. In accordance
with Utah statute, the Office of Services
Review (QSR), in conjunction with the
Federal Court appointed monitor, the Child
Welfare Group (CWG), conducted the Case
Process Review of DCFS and the services
provided to children and families. The
program areas evaluated in the Case
Process Review are:

e Child Protective Services (CPS5):
This program area includes cohorts
of priority one referrals, medical
neglect allegations, shelter cases,
unable to locate referrals, and
unaccepted referrals'.

+ Home-Based Services: This program
area includes family preservation
(PFP), voluntary protective services
(PSC), and court-ordered protective
supervision (PSS).

e Foster Care Services (SCF): This
program area includes families with
children placed in out-of-home care
due to abuse or neglect. Cases also
include families with children
determined by the court to be
dependent through no fault of the
parent (or child).

i Unable to Locate: CPS referrals closed due to inability to
locate child and/or family

ii Unaccepted Referrals: CPS referrals not meeting
necessary criteria to warrant an investigation
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with approval from CWG, OSR determines
the Case Process Review questions,
guidelines, sampling methodology, and
quality controls to ensure data accuracy.
The CPR protocol guides the reviewer to a
measurement of compliance with practice
guidelines. Scores are determined by
reviewing documentation in the Utah Child
Welfare Management Information System
(SAFE) and/or the case file. Reviewers
seek documentation of activities connected
to specific questions in the CPR protocol.
If documentation does not provide clear
evidence of completion of an activity within
the allowed timeframe, credit is not given.

Using an established mathematical
method, a statewide statistically significant
number of cases were selected for each
program area. Performance goals for the
CPR are 90% for general CPS cases and
85% for all other program areas. Findings
of the CPR reflect statewide performance
whereas findings of the Qualitative Case

Review (QCR) reflect regional
performance.
Changes to the CPR Process

OSR continuously seeks to improve the
review process and provide DCFS with the
most accurate data possible, Each year
the process improves through mutual
discussion and agreement among all
parties.
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Health Care Requirements

OSR and the court monitor, Child Welfare
Group (CWG), with approval from the
federal court, agreed to modify the Health
Care portion of the CPR.

Three specific changes were agreed to:

1. Completion of an annual exam is
considered timely if completed no
later than the end of the 13th
month following the last annual
exam. This is a change from
requiring annual exams be
completed before the exact date
thiteen months from the last

annual exam. For example,

consider an annual exam completed
on February 5, 2005. The next
annual exam would be due before
March 31, 2006 instead of before
March 5, 2006.

2. For children under the age of five,
the Ages and Stages Questionnaire
(ASQ) was introduced to meet the
mental health requirement. Parties
also stipulated the Ages and Stages
Questionnaire-Social/Emotional
(ASQ-SE), in addition to the ASQ,
will be required in FY2008.

3. Evidence that a follow-up exam was
“completed” is required.  The
original phrasing of this question
used the term  Tinitiated”.
Interpretation of what “initiated”
means caused continual conflict.
The term “completed” achieves
interpretation  that is  more
consistent.

In addition to the altered questions, DCFS

health nurses and  caseworkers
documented exceptionally welt in FY2007.

July 2007

As a result, scores on medical care

questions in the CPR increased from 85%
in FY2006 to 94% in FY2007. Scores for
mental/femotional health questions and
dental care questions increased from 67%
and 71% in FY2006 to 91% and 93%
respectively in FY2007.

Clarification of Priority One Criteria
DCFS has refined the requirements for
Priority 1 status as “an incident where
there is imminent threat to the safety and
wellbeing of a child/youth.” Additional
instruction states a Priority 1 status is NOT
to be used in situations when:

“The police are present and able to
provide protection to the alleged
victim:”

or if

2. “The child/youth is in a facility (such
as a hospital) where it is reasonable
to assume there are responsible
adults providing. protection and
there are no immediate threats to
the child/youth’s safety.”

Previously, a Priority 1 status was
determined by a checklist during the intake
process. The refined definition identifies
the presence of a responsible authority
does not require a Priority 1 status. This
definition resulted in zero cases meeting
the criteria required for review.

Clarification of Step Parent Identity

In the past, a parent’s paramour was often
misidentified as a stepparent. An
agreement between all parties now
identifies a stepparent as "a person legally
married to a biological parent and residing
in the home with the child.” Workers were
able to more consistently document a
stepparent’s involvement.
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In part, the clarified definition and more
consistent documentation increased scores
for stepparent involvement in foster care
cases (55% in FY2006 to 76% in FY2007).
Home-Based cases also saw scores
improve (67% in FY2006 to 93% in
FY2007).

Initiating Services

When the DCFS worker or agency is
identified in the Service Plan as the party
responsible for an action, the reviewers
seek evidence of such action. For
example, a service plan may identify the
worker as responsible to monitar a child’s
attendance in school. If a specific
frequency is not stated, the reviewers
would assume a minimum of quarterly
monitoring. When restrictions were placed
on an activity, such as “when needed” or
“if necessary,” the activity was considered
not applicable. This change did not appear
to affect the scoring on questions
regarding initiating services. In foster care
as well as Home-Based cases, the scores in
FY2007 were identical to scores in FY2006
(86% and 90% respectively).

B. Methodology

Historical knowledge of the population
within each program area helps to
determine the sample size used each year,
OSR analysts reviewed Foster Care cases
using a six-month period of July through
December 2006, while a three-month
review period of September through
November 2006 was used for CPS and
home-based cases. After QSR analysts
examined all cases, a staff member of
CWG repeated the review oOn
approximately 10% of the cases. This
process helps ensure inter-reader
reliability.
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The number of cases evaluated for FY2007
is similar to FY2006, and is a percentage of
the total number of cases open for services
during the review period (for CPS it's a
percentage of cases closed during the
review period). The breakdown of sample
sizes for all program areas reviewed is
shown in the table below. CPS cohort
areas of priority one, medical neglect,
unable to locate, and shelter had 100% of
applicable cases reviewed.

OSR 2007 Report Sample Sizes .
_ Case Files.
Program Area ' Reviewed
CPS -- General 140
CPS--Cohorts 112
Medical Neglect | 24
Shelter | 88
Priority One | O
CPS -~ Unable to Locate 65
CPS -- Unaccepted 131
Home-Based- 127
Additional HB.2 | 15
Additional HB.4 | 14
Foster Care 145

C. FY 2007 CPR Results

Overall results continued to show an
upward trend in FY2007. “Yes” answers, in
addition to partial credit responses,
comprised 92% of the applicable sample.
For the second consecutive year, overall
results in each case type met the goal of
85% (90% in CPS). FY2007 marks the
second year of allowing partial credit on
specific questions. An agreement between
DCFS, the plaintiffs, and the court monitor
allowed a significant change in the way
partial credit is scored. Previously, a partial
answer received zero credit. Consider, for
example, HB.6 and FC.IVAS (initiating
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services listed in the plan). If a reviewer
could find evidence that some, but not all,
services identified in the family plan had
been initiated, a “Partial” answer was
given, which received the same credit as a
“NO" answer.

Whether a worker initiated nine out of ten
services or none at all, it was treated the
same. Credit is now given for the
proportion of services initiated. In FY2007
the “Partial Credit” represents

approximately 1% of the total overall

score.

Not all questions have the option of partial
credit. Questions like CPS.B2--interviewing
the child’s natural parent(s)-continued to
receive a “Partial-no-credit” score if only
one parent was interviewed. Questions
that qualified for the partial credit were
determined between all parties and
approved by the court, The option of

partial credit is applied to the following
questions:

» (PS.A2 (initiating services within 30
days of the CPS referral.) No cases
met the definition for partial credit
this year.

o CPS.A3 (completing the CPS
investigation within 30 days or
within the approved extension).

e HB.1 and HB.2 (current home-
based plan is in the file and the
Initial plan was created within 45
days).

o FC.IVA1 and FC.IVA2 (current foster
care plan is in the file and the initial
plan was created within 45 days).

o FC.II2, FC.II4, and FC.II6 in the
SCF health section (initiating further
evaluation and treatments).

A five-year progression of overall results is
reflected in the following chart.

Case Process Review Results: 5 Year Progression

[3FY 2003 W FY 2004 @ FY 2005 @ FY 2006 M FY 2007 |

100%
90%
80%-
70%-
80%-
50%
40%-
30%-
20%-
10%-

0%-

CPS Unable to Unaccepted Home-Based Foster Care Total

Locate Referrals

Services Saervices
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D. Analysis by Case Type

All CPS questions, save one, met or
exceeded the goal, The lone question had
an extremely small sample of six, which
caused the result to be statistically
unreliable.

For all case types, of the 51 questions
asked by the reviewers, 47 met or
exceeded the goal. Two questions, FC.1I6
pertaining to follow-up dental care, and
FC.IVA2 regarding whether the initial plan
was completed within 45 days, were within
1% of the goal. Question HB.2, which also
examines whether the initial plan was
completed within 45 days, missed the goal
by only six percentage points. Only one
score was more than 10% below the goal.

Question CPS.E3 (seeking evidence of
weekly visits to a child in sheiter) declined
from 82% last year to 79% in FY2007;
however, the sample size was so small the
score is statistically unreliable. Please refer
to the discussion on CPS.E3 within the
Child Protection Services portion of the
analysis.

Child Protection Services (CPS)

Question CPS.C1, pertaining to a “priority
one” referral had zero cases which met the
revised definition for priority one status.

On question CPS.E3, regarding a weekly
shelter visit, all six cases in the universe
were read. Of the six applicable, four
received yes answers and two received a
partial score with no credit. The “partial
no credit” score generally occurred due to
another worker making the visit without
documentation of communicating the
results with the assigned worker.
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Reviewers recognize these visits took
place; however, the required CPR
documentation was missing. CPS cases
often transferred quickly to foster care,
which also resulted in smaller numbers of
cases applicable to the question.

Due to historically low sample numbers,
CWG agreed to have OSR explore
additional cases for questions CPS.A2
(regarding worker's Initiation of services
within 30 days of the referral) and CPS5.B4
(making an unscheduled home visit).
Scoring on these two questions did not
appear to be affected. CPS.A2 remained
within four percentage points of the score
achieved during FY2006, while CPS.B4
actually declined by eight percentage
points.

Unable to Locate and Unaccepted

All Unable-to-Locate questions exceeded
the goal this year, as opposed to only
three of five questions Ilast vyear.
Unaccepted referrals have traditionally
surpassed the goal, and did so again in
FY2007.

Home-Based Results

Home-based cases continue to show
improvement with scores reaching above
goal on four of the five questions. The
single question (HB.2, “Was an initial child
and family plan completed for the family
within 45 days of case start”) missed goal
by only six percentage points.

with the approval of CWG, OSR included
supplementary samples to explore the
involvement of stepparents for guestion
HB.4. An impressive increase took place
on this question. Parents were involved
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092% of the time as opposed to 80% in
FY2006. Stepparents and target children
were involved 93% and 100% of the time
respectively, as opposed to 67% and 65%
previously. It appears DCFS caseworkers
are documenting more effectively when
planning services for their families.

Question HB.2, “Was an initial child and
family plan completed for the family within
45 days of case start” has yet to reach the
expected goal of 85%. A slight decline
occurred during the past year (from 82%
to 79%); however, the five-year
progression of scores indicates an overall
improvement from a low of 26% to the
high of 82% in FY2006.

Of the 49 family plans reviewed, only one
plan was completed too late to receive
credit.

Foster Care Results

More foster care guestions met the desired
goal in FY2007 than ever before. Of 21
questions, 18 met or surpassed the goal.
Questions regarding placement changes

and new placements (FC.IAZ to FC.IA5)

vielded great results with all questions
meeting the goal.

Giving the out-of-home  caregiver
information about the child prior to
placement of the child into the home
(FC.A5) went from 75% to 85% and met
the goal for the first time. In addition to
joint training with OSR, DCFS has active
“Practice Improvement Teams”
consistently encouraging region
management and workers. DCFS also
completes internal QCRs and Quality
Assessments. The agency's efforts are
reflected in the scores for FY2007.

July 2007

Page 58 of 206

Of the six medical questions, all but one
met the goal and the single question not
reaching goal was within 1%. A very
notable improvement was identified on
question FC.II2, which saw an increase
from 67% to 86% in FY2007. In addition,
progress is evident in FC.IIIZ (children’s
educational assessment needs). Scores for
this question have improved from 79% two
years ago to 94% this year!

Visitation questions for foster-care have
traditionally scored well. FC.IB4 (did the
worker visit privately with the child?) has
been amended several times throughout
the history of the Case Process Review
Protocol. In FY2006, DCFS clarified the
requirement of visiting privately with the
child to mean “outside the presence of the
carctaker” and all parties agreed to review
the question with this in mind. FY2007
scores reflect minor declines from FY2006;
however, scores observed over the past
five years verify improvement.

Creation of initial plans (FC.IVA2) achieved
a score of 84%, up from 76%, but
remained below the desired goal. This
score is still encouraging for workers since
historically this question has scored very
low.

Reviewers saw  improvement  of
documentation on FC.IVA3 regarding
invoivement of family members in
planning. OSR reviewers looked for
evidence family members were included in
discussions regarding the plan before the
plan was finalized. Scores improved by 14
percentage points for involvement of the
child (from 83% to 97%) and 21
percentage points for parents and
stepparents (from 70% to 91% for parents
and from 55% to 76% for stepparents).
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E. Continual Improvement Plan

DCFS employees are committed to and
value the difficult work necessary to
establish safe, secure environments for
Utah’s most vulnerable families.

When an allegation of impropriety within
the Salt Lake Valley region occurred, OSR
assisted DCFS in creating additional checks
and balances to the case selection process
in order to protect the integrity of the
results. The commitment of OSR staff to
independent and comprehensive
examination of the child welfare system
continues to help ensure Utah’s families
receive quality review services.

The recent agreement between parties in
Federal Court will allow DCFS and OSR to
continue with established review methods
without an assigned court monitor. The
Division has succeeded in meeting most of
the desired goals of the Case Process
Review for two consecutive years. The
Office of Services Review continues to
assist DCFS improve methods of
documentation associated with the Case
Process Review and provides additional
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training regarding practice guideline
requirements associated with the CPR.

State administrative staff and regional
management staff use the CPR protocol
tool to review cases. Computer programs
exist which allow DCFS supervisors to
monitor  staff  performance,  using
automated queries of policy buttons in
Utah’s information management system
(SAFE).

SAFE continues to evolve to accommodate
new or improved methods of documenting
required practices. As policies advance to
provide better quality service to the
community, so too does the SAFE system.
Tables showing score comparisons for the
past five years appear on the following
pages. Tables showing the complete
results of the 2007 Case Process, including
sample sizes and responses, are shown in
the Appendix.
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Table I
Five-Year Progression
General CPS

ok Queston AR NIIEAR BERE

General CPS

Did the investigating worker see the child '

CPS.AL  ithin the priority time frame? 90% | 90% 87%
It the child remained at home, did the worker ‘

CPSAZ  |itore services within 30 days of the referral? | 07 | 9B% %
Was the investigation completed within 30
days of CPS receiving the report from intake .

CP5.A3 or within the extension time frame granted if 90% 6% 95%
the Regional Director granted an extension?
Did the worker conduct the interview with the :

CPS.BL  chiid outside the presence of the alleged 90% 92% S4%
perpetrator?
Did the worker interview the child's natural

Crs.B2 parent(s) or ather guardian when their 90% 91% B88%

whereabouts are known?
Did the worker interview third parties who
CP5.B3 have had direct contact with the child, where B0% 95% 97%
possible and appropriate?
Did the CPS worker make an unscheduled
home visi?
If this is 3 Priority 1 case invalving trauma
caused from severe maltreatment, severe
physical injury, recent sexual abuse, fetal
CPS.C)  addiction, or any exposure to a hazardous 90% N/A! 86%
environment was a medical examination of
the child obtained no later than 24 hours after
the report was received?
If this case Involves an allegation of medical
neglect, did the worker obtain a medical
neglect assessment from o health care
provider prior to case closure?
Were the case findings of the report based on
CPS.D1 the facts/information obtained/available 85% 98% 9%
during the investigation?
CPS.El  Was the child placed in a shelter placement?
Did the worker visit the child in the shelter
CPS.E2 placement within 48 hours of removal from 85% 94%, 87%
the child’s home?
After the first 48 hours, did the worker visit
the child in the shelter placement at least
weekly, until the CPS case closure or until
transferred to a foster care caseworker?
within 24 hours of the child's placement in
shelter care, did the worker make reasonable
efforts to gather information essential to the
child's safety and well-being and was this
information given to the shelter care
provider?
During the CPS investigation, were reasonable
CPS.ES efforts made to locate possible kinship B85% 100% 08% 95% 93%
placements? .
1. Zero applicable cases in sample. No score.
2. Sample size of 6 leads to statistically unreliable score. Equal to or above goal,
Within 10-percentage points of desired goal.

- Hore than 107pares e

CP5.B4 90% 91% 99%

CPS.C2 0% 96% 81%

CPS.E3 85% 67%" 80%

CP5.E4 85% 93% 86%

B5%
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Table II

Five-Year Progression
Unable to Locate, Unaccepted Referrals, Home-Based

[ 2a)
Type & o
ia Queston AR REIRRERR R
R * Unable to Locate Coses .
Did the worker visit the home at times other than rnormal . ey
Uneble 1 | g hours? 85% | 96% 83% | EBYL BY
If any child in the family was school age, did the worker
Unable 2 | chedk with local schools or the local scheal district for B5% | 93% 79% 88% B1%
contact/location information about the family?
Did the worker check with law enforcement agencies to .
Uniable 3 abtain contact/location information about the family? 85% | 96% 87% B1% 80%
Did the worker check public assistance records for o - )
Unable 4 contact/location information regarding the family? 85% | 98% 58% 83% b
Did the worker check with the referent for new o AR
Unable 5 | irformation regarding the family? 85% | 93% 85% - RIS % ;
o o Unaccepted Refervals - - - ' RIS
Unacc.l | Was the nature of the referral documented? 85% | 100% 9% 99% | 100% 98%
Did the Intake worker staff the referral with the
Unacc.2 | supervisor or other intake/CPS worker to determine non- 85% ¢ 100% 100% 1| 99% | 100% | 100%
acceptance of the report?
Does the documentation adequately support the dedsion
Unace.3 | o ace ept the referral? B5% [ 99% 08% BY% | 95% B9%
o ; e Home-Based Services =~ -, v
HB.1 I there a current child and family plan in the file? 85% | B9%
Was an initial child and famity plan completad for the
HB.2 family within 45 days of case start date? B5% ; 79%
HB3 | (This quéstion has been dropped by court orter) - =
HB.4 Woere the following members involved in the development of the current child
the natural parent(s)/guardian 85% | 92%
the stepparent (If appropriate} 85% | 93%
the target child{ren} {age 12 and older) 85%
LR i
T Perforaos ot {or Uh1eR Sdb:uestions’ Ww
HB.5 . | (This guiestion has been dropped by court order)
Did the worker initiate services for the family/child as
HBE | |dentified in the child and family plan(s)? 85% | 90%
HB.7 Did the worker make at least one home visit each month
) of this review period?
Manth one 85% | 90% B6% 88% 81% 78%
Month two 85% | B7% | . 90% 86% | BE6% 80%
Month three 85% | 90% 88% | 89% | B6% 75%
T MS‘, ww n‘g..w\@‘\én;__\h RS X )
HR8" - | (This questlon has beer dmpped by court order)’.’ v ‘15;,‘- s
Equat tt or above goal.
Within lo-percentage ponnts of deslrecl goal.
e ey T ed A
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Table 111

Five-Year Progression
Foster Care Case Set-Up and Visitation

- & l
Type & Tool # _ Question é ' % ﬁ g g % ’ g
Foster Care Case Set-Up & Visitation .~ e
FCIAL Did the child experience an initial placement or placement change during this review peripd?
e i i e W L o s
FLIA3 e O o et ooy | 05% | 100% | [96% |9% | % | 9%
i | Vs protiy 6 e ide homeloeenis en 0 oo | dowo | | 00w | sow | 1ok | o
Before the new placement was made, was DasiC i
s | ol omain st b e e e | % (W% |
the home given to the out-of-home care provider? :
FC.IB1 Did the worker contact the opt-of-horne caregiver at least once during each month of this review period to check on the
needs and progress of the child?
Month ohe 96% 96% 05% | 90% 91%
Month fwo 97% 89% 9% | 93% 949%,
Month three 96% 82% 0% | 86% 91%
Manth four 97% 92% 01% | 88% 9%
Month five 97% % 92% | B&% B84%
Manth six 93% 94% 4% | BGY% B6%
" Perormance rate for B ONNE # 3 - S D RELT R
FC.IB2 Did the worker visit the child in Mis/her out-of-home placement at least once during each month of this review period?
Manth one 85% 91% 88% O1% . B6% 87%
Month two 85% B8% B85% B89% | 83% 87%
Manth three 85% 91% 9% 0% B8% B9%
Month four 85% 93% 91% 91% | 89% 84%
Month five 85% 92% 93% 9i% | 84% 79%
Month six 85% 90% 91% 91% B5% 80%
"TRrTOrTarCe Fate Tor S MOTETE o0 o0 s e L )
FC.IB3 Did the worker visit the child at least once during each month of this review period?
Month one 85% 96% 95% 95% 94% 03%
Month two 85% 7% 93% | 92% | 9% 95%
Month three 85% 95% 9% % | 9% 92%
Month four 85% 6% 96% 95% | 95% 87%
Menth five 85% 6% 97% Q7% % 87%
Manth six 85% 91% 95% 95% 93% B9%
T Per ToTTTTATIC8 TatE. Tor. bt MMM i s frot f o QOECLL ;
FC.IB4 Did the worker visit privately with the child?
Month one B5% 84% B9% AU e 80%
Month two 85% 87% B9% P3N L1I6SOHN 85%
Month three 96%  LEUSpEHT B3%
Month four 93% 7O B2% 75%
Month five 95% 77% i 78%
Month six 93% , 7% 81%
"Perfomance tate for X marths N1
Equat to or above goal,
Within 10-percentage points of desired goal.
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Table IV

Five-Year Progression
Foster Care Health and Educational Assessments

Type & Tool #

Question

FC.II1

Was an initial of annual comprehensive health
assessment conducted on time?

B5%

—

5%
2006

4%,

FC.II2

If a need for further evaluation or treatment was
indicated in the mast current initial or annyal
health assessment, was that evaluation or
treatment initiated as recommended by the primary
care providers?

85%

86%

FC.II3

Was an initial or annual mental health assessment
conducted on time?

85%

9i%

86% | 78% | Bl%

FC.II4

If a nead for mental health services was indicated
in the most current Initial or annual mental health
assessment, wers those services initiated within 30
days of receipt of the evaluator’s consultation form,
unless within 30 days of receipt of the evaluation
recommendation the family team conciuded that
specified services were inappropriate for the child
at that ime?

85%

93%

Bl1%

FC.IIS

Was an initial or annual dental assessment
conducted ¢n time?

85%

93%

S

BO% Ry 75%

FC.IIE

If need for further dental care treatment was
indicated in the inltial or annual dental exam was
that treatment initiated as recommended by the
primary care providers?

85%

84%

B0%

8% | 76% | 75%

FC.III1

Is the child school aged?

FCII2

If there was reason to suspect the child may have
an educatiohal disability, was the child referred for
assessments for specialized services?

85%

94%

BY%

79% | 80%

July 2007
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TableV

Five-Year Progression
Foster Care Case Planning

e Tt 19 AR B

{This question has been dropped by court utﬂer}

- = £ §
Type & Tool # Question é % 4 E g "R %
FC.IVAL ‘Irﬁ ;;'IEI‘E a current child and family plan in the 85% | BE% 86%
If the child and family pian which was current
at the end of the review period was the child’s
FC.IVAZ initial child and family plan, was it completed BS% | 84% 76%
no later than 45 days after a child’s removal
from home?
FC.IVA3 Were the following team members involved in creating the current child and family plan?
the natural parent{s)/guardian? 85% | 91% s e iih
the stepparent (if appropriate) B5% | 76% B e Gy ALY
the child? (age 12 and older) 97% 83% Fid gl

Did the worker initiate services for the

famity/child as Identified in the child and family

FC.IVAS plans that are current during the review
period?
FC.IVAG was the child provided the opportunity to visit
* with his/her parent(s) weekly?
FC.IVA? Was the child provided the opportunity for

visitation with his/her sibling(s) weekly?

1. If this question had met goal, it would still fail due to having more
than 25% of the tota! score coming from partial credits, (38%).
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Appendix A.

FY2007 General CPS Data Tables

2
m :‘ Question 5

Yes
Partial
Lredit

Partial
Mo Credit
No
EC-na

EC
NA
GOAL
Pr007
5%
Precision
range

n
&

General

Did the Investigating werker see the
child within the prierity time frame?

'™
=
=
-
Bk
-3
[=]
(=]
&

CP5.A1

8| o | s0% | s0% 4.2%

If the child remained at home, did the
CPS.A2 | worker Inltiate services within 30 days 54 53 0 0 1
aof the referral?

0} 112 {90 | 98% 3.0%

was the investigation completed
within 30 days of CP5 recelving the
repert from intake or within the
extension time frame granted if the
Reglonal Director grantad an
extenslon?

140 130 3.75 1 4

96% 2.9%

Did the worker conduct the interview
CPs.B1 | with the child putside the presence of 100 92 0 1 3
the alleged perpetrator?

4 | 40 | 90% | 92% 4.5%

Did the worker Interview the child's
CP5.B2 | natural parent(s) or other gquardian 138 126 1] 11 1
when their whereabouts are known?

0| 2 | voil 9% 3.9%

Did the worker Interview third partles
who have had direct contact with the
child, where possible and
appropriate?

CPs.B3 131 125 1} 0 6

o | 9 | eo% | 9% 3.0%

Did the CPS worker make an

unscheduled home visit? 55 50 0 0 2

CPs.B4

3 116 9% 6.4%

1f this I$ a Priority I case involving
trauma caused from severe
maltreatment, severa physical Injury,
recent sexual abuse, fetal addiction,
CPs.C1 | or any exposure to & hazardous o 0 0 0 0
environment was a medical
examination of the child obtained no
later than 24 houts after the report
was recelved?

0 | 268 N/A? (1)

If this case invalves an allegation of
medical neglect, did the worker
CPS.(2 | obtalin a medical neglect assessment 24 23 0 0 1
from a health care provider prior to
case closura?

0 | 260 | 0% | 9% 1

Were the case findings of the report,
based on the facts/information
pbtalned/avallable during the
nvestigation?

€pPs.1 140 137 D 1 2

o | o | eswm | % 2.0%

CPS.E1 was the chiid placed in a shelter placement?

bid the worker vislt the child in the
CPS.E2 | shelter placement within 48 hours of 85 81 0 ¢ 5
rernoval from the child’s home?

After the first 48 hours, did the
worker visit the child In the sheaiter
CP5.E3 placement at least weekly, unti the [} 4 0 2 0
CPS case closure or untll transferred
to a foster care caseworker?

0 | 260 | 85% { €79 )

Within 24 hours of the chiid's
placement in shalter care, did the
worker make reasonable efforts to
CPS.E4 | gather information essentlal to the 87 81 0 5 1
child's safety and well-being and was
this information given to the shefter
care provider?

o | 179 | ess | 9% 1

During the CPS investigation, were
CPS.E5 reasonable efforts made to locate 85 85 0 0 0
possible kinship placements?

S

0 | 18 ss_%, 100% 0.0%

1 Ng precislon range exists due to :00% of popuiation being reviewed.

2 Sample totaled zero applicable; all were N/A, resulting in a statistically urireliable score.

3 Sample totaled stx, with large number of NfA cases, resulting in a statistically unreliable score.
Note: Given the sample sizes and variables for each question in the foliowing tables, there I5 2 90%
confidence the true FY2007 population percent falls between the +/- range for the precision rate
o each guestion. As an examplel On Appendix A question CPS.AL, the FY2007 score is 90%. The
precision range for this guestion Is 4.2%. Therefore, OSR Is 90% confident the true percentage
falls berwaen #5.8% and 94.2% for question CPS.AL.
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Appendix B.

Unable to Locate, Unaccepted Referrals, Home Based Data Tables

oo el
‘ @ ¥ _= SR B
Type & o) g g ] o g < | mE
Tool # Question E = E E % = & = 8o %
] = s
‘ 5 i
L S Linable to Locate Cases o
Dict the worker visit the home at times EONIE
Unable 1 other than nofmal working hours? % 25 0 1 43 35“.‘:’=‘-‘ 96%
If any child in the family was school age, R
did the worket check with local schoolg or P
Unable 2 | the local school district for 29 27 2 42 | 88%-] 93%
contact/location Information about the PR
family? 3
Did the worker check with law e
enforcement agencies to obtain it ]
Unable 3 contact/flocation informatien about the 52 30 2 8o okt 96%
famity? KRNI
Did the worker check public assistance R
Unable 4 | records for contact/location information 54 53 i 17 ¥ ¢ 9B%
regarding the family? T
Did the worker check with the referent N
Unable 5 for new Information regarding the family? 55 31 3 16 B‘.i% | 9%
o Co . : Unacvepted Referrals SRV
Was the nature of the referral ren
Unaccd | 4o imantads 131 131 ] B5% | 100%
Did the Intake worker staff the referral )
with the supervisar or other intake/CPS oy
Unacc2 | orker to determine non-acceptance of 131 13 0 : mo%
the report?
Does the documentation adequately L
Unacc.3 | support the decision not to accept the 131 130 1 1 99%
referral? '
S : Home-Based Services ‘
Is there a current child and family plan in R
HE.1 the file? 126 103 9 10 1 1 8_!5% K B89%
Was an initial child and family plan S
HB.2 completed for the family within 45 days 49 29 9.75 6 1 94 8%% ! 79%
of case start date? oY
HB.3 | (This question has been dropped by court order) & * = . o e T
HB.4 Waere the following members involved In the development of the current child and familly plan?
the natural parent{s)/guardian 66 61 0 3 2
the stepparent (if appropriate) 15 14
the target child(ren) (age 12 and older) 20 20
e AT R e i Rt I I T T 3
R DT Perforiante fate for thres b liestoni g 1
COHBE AT el T cn o DT L {This Guestion has been dropped by
Did the worker initiate services for the
HB.6 family/chitd as identified in the child and 96 75 11.34 0 3
family plan(s)?
HB.7 Did the worker make at least one home
) visit each morith of this review period?
Month one 118 106 ] 0 10
Maorith two 127 110 0 0 13
Month three 99 89
o8 | (This question has been dropped by court order}.: 1 fL

1 No precision range exists due to 100% of papulation being reviewed.

Note: Given the sample sizes and variables for each question in the following tables, there is a 90%
confidence the true FY2007 population percent falls between the +/- range for the precision rate on
each question. As an example: On Appendix A guestion CPS.AL, the FY2007 score is 90%. The
preciskon range for this question is 4.2%. Therefore, Q%R is 90% confident the true percentage falls
petween 85.8% and 94.2% for question CPS.AL
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Appendix C
Foster Care Set Up & Planning Data Tables

Type & 8 D
. Question E g

Precisian
range

Partial
Mo Credit
No
EC-na
EC

Partial Credit

|

Foster Care Case Set-Up

FC.IAL 1 Did the child experience an initiat placement or placement change during this

Following the shelter hearing, |} i

1

1

FC.IAZ2 were reasonable efforts made to 37 37 0 o |
! Jocate kinship placements? !
Were the child's special needs or i
|

]

¥

1

1

0 0 0.0%

1 circomstances taken into

consideration in the placement 6 56 0 0
decision?

1 Was proximity to the child's
home/parents taken into 1

consideration in the placement | 48 48 0 010 0
decision?

Before the new placement was
made, was basic available

! information essential to the !

FC.IA5 | child's safety and welfare and the | 53 | 45 0 o 18! 0
safety and welfare of other
children in the home given to the !
I put-of-home care provider? ! | t
' Foster Care Case Planning

113 20 9 13

FC.IA3 0.0%

FC.IA4 0.0%

B.1%

Is there a current child and family
plan in the file?

1f the child ard Family plan which
was current at the end of the
review period was the child's
FC.IVAZ 1 initial child and family plan, wasit | 48
campleted no later than 45 days
after a child’s removal from 1

1
home? 1

FCIVA3 | Were the following team members Involved in creating the current child and family plan?
81 } 0 | 6 121 56 | 85% | 91% 5.0%
16 0 }11l4 154 L 85% - 76% | | 153%

the child? (age 12 and oider) | 67 1 65 | 0 1 x
T b Pertorahce efe for Wrek sub agest

(This question has been dropped ty court order) - - :

Did the worker initlate services i i

for the family/child as identified in

the child and family plans that are | 116 | 80 1 0 1 0
| current during the review period?
E Was the child provided the
FC.IVAG6 1 opportunity to visit with his/her
parent(s) weekly?
was the child provided the
FC.IVA7 1 opportunity for visitation with

i hig/her sibling(s) weekly? ! v

Mote: Given the sampie sizes and variables for each question in the following tables, there s
a 90% confidence the true FY2007 population percent falls between the +/- range for the
precision rate on each guestion. As an example: On Appendix C question FCIAS, the

FY2007 score s 85%. The precision range for this question 15 8.1%. Therefare, QSR Is 90%
confident the true percentage falts between 76.9% and 93,1% for question FC1AS,

FC.IVAl 145 3.8%

27 18 211 5.7%

| the natural parent(s)/guardian? 89
I the stepparent {if appropriate) 21

860 7.1%

72 16l 0 85% 7.0%

50 41 0 7

2 0f 95 | €5%' 1 82% 8.9%

I U Y .
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Appendix D.

Foster Care Visitation Data Table

T 2 § 5% | perform Rate | & %
ype & o 8 2 olu < ) :
Question £ = glE|o] = | - (%) ]
Tool # gl = g {Eo - FY 2007 E 3
g A
Foster Care Visitation e ‘

Did the worker contact the out-of-home caregiver at least once during each manth

of this review period to check on the needs

FCIBL  iand progress of the child?
Month one 104§ 100 0 0 {40 40 ;65%1 96% 3.1%
Month two 11| 108 0 0O | 30| 33 | B%%: 97% 2.5%
Monith three 117 | 112 0 0 | 510 27 |BS%. 96% 3.1%
Month four 1201 116 0 0 140! 24 |B5%:] 9% 2.7%
Montt five 118 | 115 0 0o | 310% 26 |e5%] 9% 2.4%
Month six 11| 103 0 0 1 & ] 0| 33 |85%7] 93 4.0%
‘ Performance rate for six months Cobe 96% .
FC.IB2Z  iDid the worker visit the child in his/her out-of-home placement at least once during each month of this review period?
Month one 104 | 95 0 | 0 [ 9]0} 4 |85%]{ 9% 4.5%
Month two 113 | 100 0 0 [ 13}0] 31 |85 88% 4,9%
Month three 117 | 106 0 o |10] 1] 27 | 8% 91% 4.9%
Month four 120 | 111 0 0 9|0 24 |85%] 93% 4.0%
Manth five 118 | 108 0 o 110! 0 | 26 | 8% 9% 4.2%
Month six 12| 101 0 0 110] 1| 32 |B5% 9% 4.6%
Performance rate for gix months L S A1%
FC.IB3  iDid the worker visit the child at least once during each month of this review petiod?
Month one 100 | 105 1] 0 4101 35 |B5% 969 3.0%
Month two 19 | 115 0 0 |4 0 25 |BEWY 9% 2.7%
Month three 126 | 120 0 0 | 511 18 | BS% 95% 3.1%
Month four 126 | 121 0 0 15j0] 18 857  96% 2.9%
Month five 125 | 118 0 ] 5101 21 | B 96% 2.9%
Month six 116 | 106 0 0 |10l 0] 28 | B5%. 91% 4,3%
Performance rate for six months T ooN%
FC.IB4  1Did the caseworker visit privately with the child?
Month one 87 73 0 O 114| 0| 57 | 85% B4% 6.5%
Month two 89 77 ) 0 [12{0i S5 |B&%T 8% 6.0%
Month three 92 82 0 0 |101 0| 52 |85% 89% 5.3%
Month four a5 81 0 0 [141 0] 49 | 85%. 85% 6.0%
Month five 90 | 81 0 0 [ 9{0] 54 |85%] 9% 5.2%
Month six 91 77 0 6 (14| 0] 53 |85%" 85% 6.2%
Performance rate for six months L BY%
Note: Glven the sample sizes and variables for each question in the following tables, there is
a 90% confidence the true FYZOD7 population percent falls between the +/- range for the Equat to or above goal.

preclsion rate on each question. As an example: On Appendix I question FC.IB1, the
FY2007 score for month six Is 93%. The precision range for this guestion is 4.0%.
Therefore, QSR Is 50% confldent the true percentage falls between 89% and 97% gquestion
FC.IB1,

July 2007
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Appendix E.

Foster Care Health and Education Assessments Data Table

hid =
g 2 ¥lz% §1 B
; Question 5 5} % Eg gl & < g . 2:;;7 E’;} %g
g st ® A

C Foster Care Health

Was an initial or annual R
FC.II1  |comprehensive health assessment 141 | 130 3 6 2 0 4 B5% | 94% 3.2%

conducted on time? S
If a need for further evaluation or W
treatment was indicated in the most
current inltiat or annual health
assessment, was that evaluation or
treatment initiated as recommended
by the primary care providers?

FCI12 35 30 o 5 0 0 110 9.7%

Was an (nitial or annual mental ]
FC.II3  {health assessment conducted on 137 | 124 { 0 | 8 5 0 8 85% | 91% 4.1%
time? S

If a need for mental health services
was indicated in the most current
initial or annual mental health
assessment, were those services
initated within 30 days of receipt of
FC.I14  the evaluator’s consultation form, a8 B0 2 5 1 0, 57
urless within 30 days of receipt of
the evaluation recommendation the
family team conduded that specified
sarvices were inappropriate for the
child at that time?

93% 4.4%

Was an initial or annual dental

assessment conducted on time? 120 | 1114 0 4 7 2 0 25 35% 93% 4.0%

FC.IIS

If need for further dental care

treatment was indicated in the initial R

FCII6  |or annual dental exam was that 44 | 37 { 0} 4 3 0 101 | 85% | B4% 5.1%
treatment initiated as recommended S

by the primary care providers?

- —_—
| - : Foster Care Education
FC.IIIL | Is the chitd school aged? ' 104 41
If there was reason to suspect the
chiid may have an educational
FC.II2 | disability, was the child referred for | 17 16 0 1 0 128 85% o4, 9.4%
assessments for specialized
services?
Note: Glven the sampie slzes and varlables for each guestion in the following tables, there 15
a 90% confidence the true FY2007 population percent falls between the +/- range for the Equa! to or above goal.

precision rate on each question. As an example: On Appendix E question FC.11, the FY2007
score Is 94%. The precision range for this question Is 3.2%. Therefore, O5R is 90%

within 10-percentage points of desired goal.
confident the true percantage falls between 90.7% and 97.2% for question FC.IT1. low ¥

i T
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10-04-07 DRAFT 2008FL-0009/004

WAIVERS OF IMMUNITY - EXCEPTIONS
2008 GENERAL SESSION
STATE OF UTAH
e ——
LONG TITLE
General Description:

This bill amends the Utah Human Services Code and the Governmental Immunity Act

of Utah to provide exceptions to the immunity granted to government employees and

certain persons, officials, and institutions.
Highlighted Provisions:

This bill:

» provides that the immunity of a person, official, or institution whe participates or
assists in a child protection matter does not apply if the person intentionally,
willfully, or knowingly engages in certain misconduct;

» provides that the immunity of a government employee during the performance of an
employee's duties, within the scope of employment, o under ¢olor of authority does
not apply if the employee intentionally or knowingly engages in certain misconduct;
and

» makes technical changes.

Monies Appropriated in this Bill:
None
Other Special Clauses:
None
Utah Code Sections Affected:
AMENDS:
62A-4a-410, as last amended by Laws of Utah 2005, Chapter 102
63-30d-202, as enacted by Laws of Utah 2004, Chapter 267
e e s
Be it enacted by the Legislature of the state of Utah:
Section 1. Section 62A-4a-410 is amended to read:

62A-4a-410. Immunity from liability -- Exceptions.
(1) [Any] Except as provided in Subgection (3), any person, official, or institution
Page 73 of 206
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participating in good faith in making a report, taking photographs or X-rays, assisting an
investigator from the division, serving as a member of a child protection team, or taking a child
into protective custody pursuant to this part, is immune from any liability, civil or criminal, that
otherwise might result by reason of those actions.

(2) This section does not provide immunity with respect to acts or omissions of a
governmental employee except as provided in Title 63, Chapter 30d, Governmental Immunity

Act of Utah.

(3) The immunity described in Subsection (1) dogs not apply if the person, offi¢ial, or

institution:
(a) acted of failed to act through fraud or willful misconduct;

(b) in a judicial or administrative proceeding, intentionally or knowingly gave, upon a

lawful oath or in any form allowed by law as a substitute for an oath, false testimony material

to the issue or matter of inguiry in the proceeding; or

(c) intentionally or knowingly:
(1) fabricated evidence; or

(ii) with a_conscious disregard for the rights of others, failed to disclose evidence that:

(A) was known to the person. official, or institution: and

(B) was known by the person. official, or institution to be relevant to an issue or matter

of inquiry ip a judicial or administrative proceeding.
Section 2. Section 63-30d-202 is amended to read:

63-30d-202, Act provisions not construed as admission or denial of liability --
Effect of waiver of immunity -- Exclusive remedy -- Joinder of employee -- Limitations on
personal liability.

(1) (a) Nothing contained in this chapter, unless specifically provided, may be
construed as an admission or deniat of liability or responsibility by or for a governmental entity
or its employees.

(b) If immunity from suit is waived by this chapter, consent to be sued is granted, and
liability of the entity shall be determined as if the entity were a private person.

(c) No cause of action or basis of liability is created by any waiver of immunity in this
chapter, nor may any provision of this chapter be construed as imposing strict liability or

absolute liability.

-2

Page 74 of 206



65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

10-04-07 DRAFT 2008FL-0009/004

(2) Nothing in this chapter may be construed as adversely affecting any immunity from
suit that a governmental entity or employee may otherwise assert under state or federal law.

(3) (a) Except as provided in Subsection (3)(c), an action under this chapter against a
governmental entity for an injury caused by an act or omission that occurs during the
performance of an employee's duties, within the scope of employment, or under color of
authority is a plaintiff’s exclusive remedy.

(b) Judgment under this chapter against a governmental entity is a complete bar to any
action by the claimant, based upon the same subject matter, against the employee whose act or
omission gave rise to the claim.

(c) A plaintiff may not bring or pursue any civil action or proceeding based upon the
same subject matter against the employee or the estate of the employee whose act or omission
gave rise to the claim, unless:

(i) the employee acted or failed to act through fraud or willful misconduct;

(ii) the injury or damage resulted from the employee driving a vehicle, or being in
actual physical control of a vehicle:

(A) with a blood alcohol content equal to or greater by weight than the established
legal limit;

(B) while under the influence of alcohol or any drug to a degree that rendered the
person incapable of safely driving the vehicle; or

(C) while under the combined influence of alcohol and any drug to a degree that
rendered the person incapable of safely driving the vehicle;

(iii) injury or damage resulted from the employee being physically or mentally
impaired so as to be unable to reasonably perform [hisorber] the employee's job function
because of:

(A) the use of alcohol;

(B) the nonprescribed use of a controlled substance as defined in Section 58-37-4; or

(C) the combined influence of alcohol and a nonprescribed controlled substance as
defined by Section 58-37-4; [or]

(iv) in a judicial or administrative proceeding, the employee intentionally or knowingly
gave, upon a lawful oath or in any form allowed by law as a substitute for an oath, false

testimony material to the issue or matter of inquiry under this section[:]; or
_3.
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(v) the emplovee intentionally_or knowingly:

(A) fabricated evidence; or

(B) with a conscious disregard for the rights of others, failed to disclose evidence that:

(I)_was known to the employee; and
(IN_was known by the emplovee to be relevant to an issue or matter of inquiry in a

judicial or administrative proceeding.
(4) Except as permitted in Subsection (3)(c), no employee may be joined or held

personally liable for acts or omissions occurnng:

(a) during the performance of the employee's duties;

(b) within the scope of employment; or

(c) under color of authority.

Legislative Review Note
as of 10-4-07 8:52 AM

Office of Legislative Research and General Counsel

4.
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CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT REGISTRY -
MANAGEMENT AND LICENSING

INFORMATION SYSTEMS AMENDMENTS

2008 GENERAI. SESSION
STATE OF UTAH

LONG TITLE

General Description:

This bill amends provisions of the Utah Human Services Code and the Juvenile Court

Act of 1996 relating to the Management Information System maintained by the

Department of Human Services.

Highlighted Provisions:
This bill:

»

*

provides that reports that are found to be without merit and false may not be
included in the Management Information System,

provides that contract providers for the Division of Child and Family Services and
designated court clerks may only have access to reports on the Management
Information System that are substantiated or supported;

places limitations on the use of certain reports on the Management Information
System as evidence in proceedings for child custody, a protection order, or divorce;
requires that, when the division or a court makes a finding that a report is without
merit, the division or the court must also determine whether the report is faise;
describes how long a report remains on the Management Information System;
provides that proceedings for judicial review of a final agency action relating to a
report on the Management Information System are closed to the public;

grants rulemaking authority to the Judicial Council to ensure the confidentiality of
the proceedings described above; and

makes technical changes.

Monies Appropriated in this Bill:

None

Other Special Clauses:
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32 None

33 Utah Code Sections Affected:

34 AMENDS:

35 26-21-9.5, as last amended by Chapter 43, Laws of Utah 2007

36 62A-2-121, as last amended by Chapter 152, Laws of Utah 2007

37 62A-4a-1003, as last amended by Laws of Utah 2007, Chapter 152

38 62A-42-1008, as renumbered and amended by Laws of Utah 2006, Chapter 77
39 62A-4a-1009, as renumbered and amended by Laws of Utah 2006, Chapter 77
40 78-3a-104, as last amended by Laws of Utah 2006, Chapters 55, 132, and 281
41 78-3a-320, as last amended by Laws of Utah 2006, Chapter 77

42 ENACTS:

43 62A-4a-1003.5, Utah Code Annotated 1953

45  Be it enacted by the Legislature of the state of Utah:

46 Section 1. Section 26-21-9.5 is amended to read:

47 26-21-9.5. Criminal background check and Licensing Information System check.
48 (1) For purposes of this section:

49 (a) "Covered health care facility” means:

50 (i) home health care agencies;

51 (i) hospices:

52 (ili) nursing care facilities;

53 (iv) assisted-living facilities;

54 (v) small health care facilities; and

55 (vi) end stage renal disease facilities.

56 (b} "Covered person” includes:

57 (i) the following people who provide direct patient care:

58 (A) employees;

59 (B) volunteers; and

60 (C) people under contract with the facility; and

61 (ii} for residential settings, any individual residing in the home where the assisted

62 living or small health care program is to be licensed who:

.
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(A) 1s 18 years of age or older; or

(B) is a child between the age of 12 and 17 years of age; however, the identifying
information required for a child between the age of 12 and 17 does not include fingerprints.

(2) In addition to the licensing requirements of Sections 26-21-8 and 26-21-9, a
covered health care facility at the time of initial application for a license and license renewal
shall:

(a) submit the name and other identifying information of each covered person at the
covered facility who:

(i) provides direct care to a patient; and

(ii) has been the subject of a criminal background check within the preceding
three-year pericd by a public or private entity recognized by the department; and

(b) submit the name and other identifying information, which may include fingerprints,
of each covered person at the covered facility who has not been the subject of a criminal
background check in accordance with Subsection (Da(ii).

(3) (a) The department shall forward the information received under Subsection (2)(b)
to the Criminal Investigations and Technical Services Division of the Department of Public
Safety for processing to determine whether the covered individual has been convicted of any
crime.

(b) Except for individuals described in Subsection (1)(b)ii)(B), if an individual has not
had residency in Utah for the last five years, the individual shall submit fingerprints for an FBI
national criminal history record check. The fingerprints shall be submitted to the FBI through
the Criminal Investigations and Technical Services Division. The individual or licensee is
responsible for the cost of the fingerprinting and national criminal history check.

(4) The department may determine whether:

(a) an individual whose name and other identifying information has been submitted
pursuant to Subsection (2) and who provides direct care to children is listed in the Licensing
Information System described in Section 62A-4a-1006 or has a substantiated finding by a court
of a severe type of child abuse or neglect under Section 78-3a-320, if identification as a
possible perpetrator of child abuse or neglect is relevant to the employment activities of that
individual;

(b) an individual whose name and other identifying information has been submitted

-3-
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94  pursuant to Subsection (2) and who provides direct care to disabled or elder adults, or who is
95  residing in a residential home that is a facility licensed to provide direct care to disabled or
96 elder adults has a substantiated finding of abuse, neglect, or exploitation of a disabled or elder
97  adult by accessing in accordance with Subsection (5) the database created in Section
0%  62A-3-311.1 if identification as a possible perpetrator of disabled or elder adult abuse, neglect,
99  or exploitation is relevant to the employment activities or residence of that person; or
100 (¢) an individual whose name or other identifying information has been submitted
101  pursuant to Subsection (2) has been adjudicated in a juvenile court of committing an act which
102 if committed by an adult would be a felony or a misdemeanor if:
103 (i) the individual is under the age of 28 years; or
104 (i) the individual is over the age of 28 and has been convicted, has pleaded no contest,
105  oris currently subject to a plea in abeyance or diversion agreement for any felony or

106 musdemeanor.

107 (5) (a) The department shall:

108 (i) designate two persons within the department to access:

109 (A) the Licensing Information System described in Section 62A-4a-1006;

110 (B) court records under Subsection 78-32-320[¢6]{7);

111 (C) the database described in Subsection (4)(b); and

112 (D) juvenile court records as permitted by Subsection (4)(c}); and

113 (ii) adopt measures to:

1i4 (A) protect the security of the Licensing Information System, the court records, and the

115  database; and

116 (B) strictly limit access to the Licensing Information System, the court records, and the
117  database to those designated under Subsection (5)(a)(1).

118 (b) Those designated under Subsection (5)(a)(i) shall receive training from the

119  Department of Human Services with respect to:

120 (i) accessing the Licensing Information System, the court records, and the database;
121 (ii) maintaining strict security; and
122 (iii) the criminal provisions in Section 62A-4a-412 for the improper release of

123  information.

124 (¢) Those designated under Subsection (5)(a)(i):

4 -
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(i) are the only ones in the department with the authority to access the Licensing
Information System, the court records, and database; and

(it) may only access the Licensing Information System, the court records, and the
database for the purpose of licensing and in accordance with the provisions of Subsection (4).

(6) Within ten days of initially hiring a covered individual, a covered health care
facility shall submit the covered individual's information to the department in accordance with
Subsection (2).

(7) The department shall adopt rules under Title 63, Chapter 46a, Utah Admintstrative
Rulemaking Act, consistent with this chapter, defining the circumstances under which a person
who has been convicted of a criminal offense, or a person described in Subsection (4), may
provide direct care to a patient in a covered health care facility, taking into account the nature
of the criminal conviction or substantiated finding and its relation to patient care.

(8) The department may, in accordance with Section 26-1-6, assess reasonable fees for
a criminal background check processed pursuant to this section.

(9) The department may inform the covered health care facility of information
discovered under Subsection (4) with respect to a covered individual.

(10) A covered health care facility is not civilly liable for submitting information to the
department as required by this section.

Section 2. Section 62A-2-121 is amended to read:

62A-2-121. Access to abuse and neglect information.

(1) For purposes of this section:

(a) "Direct service worker" is as defined in Section 62A-5-101.

(b) "Personal care attendant” is as defined in Section 62A-3-101.

(2) With respect to a licensee, a certified local inspector applicant, a direct service
worker, or a personal care attendant, the department may access only the Licensing Information
System of the Division of Child and Family Services created by Section 62A-4a-1006 and
juvenile court records under Subsection 78-3a-320[¢6)](7), for the purpose of;

(a) (i) determining whether a person associated with a licensee, with direct access to
chuldren:

(A) 1s listed in the Licensing Information System; or

(B) has a substantiated finding by a juvenile court of a severe type of child abuse or
-5
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neglect under Subsections 78-3a-320(1) and (2); and

(ii} informing a licensee that a person associated with the licensee:

(A) is listed in the Licensing Information System,; or

(B) has a substantiated finding by a juvenile court of a severe type of child abuse or
neglect under Subsections 78-3a-320(1) and (2);

(b) (1) determining whether a certified local inspector applicant:

(A) is listed in the Licensing Information System; or

(B) has a substantiated finding by a juvenile court of a severe type of child abuse or
neglect under Subsections 78-3a-320(1) and (2); and

(ii) informing a local government that a certified local inspector applicant:

(A) is listed in the Licensing Information System; or

(B) has a substantiated finding by a juvenile court of a severe type of child abuse or
neglect under Subsections 78-3a-320(1) and (2);

(c) (i) determining whether a direct service worker:

(A) 1s listed in the Licensing Information System; or

(B) has a substantiated finding by a juvenile court of a severe type of child abuse or
neglect under Subsections 78-3a-320(1) and (2); and

(i1) informing a direct service worker or the direct service worker's employer that the
direct service worker:

(A) 1s listed in the Licensing Information System,; or

(B) has a substantiated finding by a juvenile court of a severe type of child abuse or
neglect under Subsections 78-3a-320(1) and (2); or

(d) (i) determining whether a personal care attendant:

(A) is listed in the Licensing Information System; or

(B) has a substantiated finding by a juvenile court of a severe type of child abuse or
neglect under Subsections 78-3a-320(1) and (2); and

(ii) informing a person described in Subsections 62A-3-101(9)(a)(i) through (1v) that a
personal care attendant:

(A) is listed in the Licensing Information System; or

(B) has a substantiated finding by a juvenile court of a severe type of child abuse or

neglect under Subsections 78-3a-320(1) and (2).

-6 -
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187 (3) Notwithstanding Subsection (2), the department may access the Division of Child

188  and Family Service's Management Information System under Section 62A-4a-1003:

189 (a) for the purpose of licensing and monitoring foster parents; and
190 (b) for the purposes described in Subsection 62A-4a-1003(1)(d).
191 (4) After receiving identifying information for a person under Subsection

192 62A-2-120(1), the department shall process the information for the purposes described in

193  Subsection (2).

194 (5) The department shall adopt rules under Title 63, Chapter 46a, Utah Administrative
195 Rulemaking Act, consistent with this chapter, defining the circumstances under which a person
196  may have direct access or provide services to children when:

197 (a) the person is listed in the Licensing Information System of the Division of Child
198  and Family Services created by Section 62A-4a-1006; or

199 (b) juvenile court records show that a court made a substantiated finding under Section
200 78-3a-320, that the person committed a severe type of child abuse or neglect.

201 Section 3. Section 62A-4a-1003 is amended to read:

202 62A-42-1003. Management Information System -- Requirements -- Contents --
203  Purpose -- Access,

204 (1) (@) The division shall develop and implement a Management Information System
205  that meets the requirements of this section and the requirements of federal law and regulation.
206 (b) The information and records contained in the Management Information System:
207 (i) are protected records under Title 63, Chapter 2, Government Records Access and
208 Management Act; and

209 (ii) except as provided in Subsections (1)(c) and (d), are available only to a person with
210  statutory authorization under Title 63, Chapter 2, Government Records Access and

211  Management Act, to review the information and records described in this Subsection {(1)(b).
212 (c) Notwithstanding Subsection (1)(b)(ii), the information and records described in
213 Subsection (1)(b) are available to a person:

214 (i) as provided under Subsection [€¢6)] {7) or Section 62A-4a-1006; or

215 (if) who has specific statutory authorization to access the information or records for the
216  purpose of assisting the state with state and federal requirements to maintain information solely

217  for the purpose of protecting minors and providing services to families in need,
-7-
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(d) Notwithstanding Subsection (1)(b)(ii), the information and records described in

Subsection (1)(b} may, to the extent required by Title IV-B or IV-E of the Social Security Act,

be provided by the division:

and

(i) to comply with child abuse and neglect registry checks requested by other states;

(i) to the United States Department of Health and Human Services for purposes of

maintaining an electronic national registry of substantiated cases of child abuse and neglect.

(2) With regard to all child welfare cases, the Management Information System shall

provide each caseworker and the department’s office of licensing, exclusively for the purposes

of foster parent licensure and monitoring, with a complete history of each child in that worker's

caseload, including:

(2) arecord of all past action taken by the division with regard to that child and the

child's siblings;

(b) the complete case history and all reports and information in the control or keeping

of the division regarding that child and the child's siblings;

{c) the number of times the child has been in the custody of the division;

(d) the cumulative period of time the child has been in the custody of the division;

(¢) except as provided in Subsection (3), a record of all reports of abuse or neglect

received by the division with regard to that child's parent, parents, or guardian including:

and

(i) for each report, documentation of the:

(A) latest status; or

(B) final outcome or determination; and

(i1) information that indicates whether each report was found to be:
(A) supported;

(B) unsupported;

(C) substantiated by a juvenile court;

(D) unsubstantiated by a juvenile court; or

(E) without merit;

(f) the number of times the child's parent or parents failed any child and famuly plan;
(g) the number of different caseworkers who have been assigned to that child in the

-8
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249  past.

250 (3) The Management Information System may not include a report, or any refergnce to
251  argport, that is:

252 {a)_found by the division to be:

253 (i) without merit; and

254 (ii)_false, under Section 62A-4a-1003.5; or

255 (b) _found by a court to be:

256 (i) without merit: and

257 (ii) false, under Subsection 78-3a-320(4),

258 [€)] (4) The [division's] Management Information System shall:

259 (a) contain all key elements of each family's current child and family plan, including:
260 (i) the dates and number of times the plan has been administratively or judicially

261 reviewed;

262 (ii) the number of times the parent or parents have failed that child and family plan;
263 and

264 (iii) the exact length of time the child and family plan has been in effect; and

265 (b) alert caseworkers regarding deadlines for completion of and compliance with

266  policy, including child and family plans.

267 [€4)] (5) With regard to all child protective services cases, the Management

268 Information System shall:

269 (a) monitor the compliance of each case with:

270 (i) division rule and policy,

271 (ii) state law; and

272 (iii) federal law and regulation; and

273 (b) include the age and date of birth of the alleged perpetrator at the time the abuse or

274  neglect is alleged to have occurred, in order to ensure accuracy regarding the identification of
275  the alleged perpetrator.

276 [€593] (6) Except as provided in Subsection [¢6)] (7) regarding contract providers and
577 Section 62A-4a-1006 regarding limited access to the Licensing Information System, all

778  information contained in the division’s Management Information System is available to the

279  department, upon the approval of the executive director, on a need-to-know basis.
-G.
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280 [¢] (1) (a) Subject to this Subsection [¢6)] {7), the division may allow its contract

281  providers, court clerks designated by the Administrative Office of the Courts, and the Office of
282  the Guardian Ad Litem to have limited access to the Management Information System.

283 (b) A division contract provider has access only to information about a person who is
284  currently receiving services from that specific contract provider.

2B5 (¢) (i) Designated court clerks may only have access to information necessary to

286  comply with Subsection 78-3h-102(2).

287 (ii) The Office of the Guardian Ad Litem may access only the information that:

288 (A) relates to children and families where the Office of the Guardian Ad Litem 1s

289  appointed by a court to represent the interests of the children; and

290 (B) except as provided in Subsection [¢69] (7)(d), is entered into the Management

291 Information System on or after July 1, 2004.

292 (d) Notwithstanding Subsection [¢63] (7)(c)ii)}(B), the Office of the Guardian Ad Litem
203 shall have access to all child abuse and neglect referrals about children and families where the
204  office has been appointed by a court to represent the interests of the children, regardless of the
295  date that the information is entered into the Management Information System.

296 (e) Each contract provider and designated representative of the Office of the Guardian
297  Ad Litem who requests access to information contained in the Management Information

298  System shall:

299 (i) take all necessary precantions to safeguard the security of the information contained
300 in the Management Information System;

301 (ii) train its employees regarding:

302 (A) requirements for protecting the information contained in the Management

303 Information System as required by this chapter and under Title 63, Chapter 2, Government
304 Records Access and Management Act; and

305 (B) the criminal penalties under Sections 62A-4a-412 and 63-2-801 for improper

306 release of information; and

307 (iii) monitor its employees to ensure that they protect the information contained in the
308 Management Information System as required by law.

309 (f) The division shall take reasonable precautions to ensure that its contract providers

310  comply with the requirements of this Subsection [t63] (7).

-10-
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311 (g) The contract providers and designated court clerks described in this Subsection (7)
312 may not have access to reports, or references to reports, that are found to be unsubstantiated,

313  unsupported, or without merit.
314 [¢73] (&) The division shall take all necessary precautions, including password

315 protection and other appropriate and available technological techniques, to prevent
316 unauthorized access to or release of information contained in the Management Information

317  System.
318 (9) Reports that are unsubstantiated, unsupported, or without merit may not be

319  admitted as evidence, or relied upon, in a trial or proceeding for child custody, a protection

320  order. or divarce, for the purpose of establishing the truth of the incident asserted in the report.

321 Section 4. Section 62A-4a-1003.5 is enacted to read:

322 62A-4a-1003.5. Report without merit -- additional finding.

323 If the division finds that a report is without merit, the division shall make an additional
324  finding regarding whether the report is false,

325 Section 5. Section 62A-4a-1008 is amended to read:

326 62A-4a-1008. Timeframes for deletion of specified information or reports.

327 [EB-Untesst e , . frat-there Feamsefor-keem

328 npmmmmmmgmmmtmﬁwm—basdwmdm
329  established by matethodiviston shathdetete-any-referenceto:]

120 ( ottt i ‘ et ]
331  perpetrator-tasoceutred-withimrone-ycarsor]

332 (b bt e " arisdict '

333 I ted » i ‘  rvobvime ] Heped
334  perpotrator-hasoccurred-withimr five-years:)

335 (1) Except as provided in Subsection (3) or (4), the division shall delete from the

336  Management Information System a report that is unsubstantiated or unsupported;

337 {a) after the report has been on the Management Information system for threg vears,

338  unless the alleged perpetrator is listed on the Management Information System as the
339  perpetrator in a previous substantiated or supported report; or

340 {(b) after the report has been on the Management Information System for five years. if

341  the alleged perpetrator is listed on the Management Information System as the perpetrator in a

=11 -
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342  previous substantiated or supported report.
343 (2 Except as provided in Subsection (3), (4), or 62A-4a-1003(3), the division shall

344  delete from the Management Information System a report that is without ment after the report

345  has been on the Management Information sysiem one year.
346 (3) The time periods described in Subsections (1} and (2) shall start over, beginning on

347  the day that a subseauent report is placed on the Management Information System, if:

348 (a)_the alleged perpetrator in the subsequent report is the same as the alleged
349  perpetrator in the report described in Subsection (1) or (2); and

350 (b) _the subsequent report is found to be:

351 (i) supported:

352 (ii) unsupported;

353 iii) substantiated;

354 (iv) unsubstantiated; or

355 (v)_without merit, unless the report is:

356 (A) found by the division to be false, under Section 62A-4a-1003.5; or

357 (B) found by a court to be false, under Subsection 78-3a-320(4).

358 (4) () Except for a report described in Subsection 62A-4a-1003(3). a report described

359  in this section may not be deleted. unless otherwise ordered by a court, if the executive director
360 determines, based on standards established by rule, that there is good cause for keeping the

361  report in the Management Information System.
362 (b} A court may order the division to delete a report before the time periods described

363 in this section, if the court finds, by clear and convincing evidence, that it is in the interests of

364  justice to order deletion of the report at an earlier time.
365 (5) When the division deletes a report under this section, the division shall also delete

366  all references to the report, and information contained in the report, from the Management

367 Information System.

368 [€] (6) (a) The division shall maintain a separation of reports as follows:

369 (i) those that are supported;

370 (i) those that are unsupported;

371 (iii) those that are without merit,

372 (iv) those that are unsubstantiated under the law in effect prior to May 6, 2002;
-12-
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373 (v) those that are substantiated under the law in effect prior to May 6, 2002; and
374 (vi) those that are consented-to supported findings under Subsection

375 62A-4a-1005(3)(a)(ii).

376 (b) Only persons with statutory authority [trave] may access [to] the information

377 contained in any of the reports identified in Subsection {€2)] (6)(a).

378 Section 6. Section 62A-4a-1009 is amended to read:

379 62A-4a-1009. Notice and opportunity to challenge supported finding in

380 Management Information System -- Right of judicial review.

381 (1) (a) Except as provided in Subsection (2), the division shall send a notice of agency
382  action to a person with respect to whom the division makes a supported finding. In addition, if
383  the alleged perpetrator is under the age of 18, the division shall:

384 (i) make reasonable efforts to identify the alleged perpetrator's parent or guardian; and
385 (ii) send a notice to each parent or guardian identified under Subsection (1)a)(1) that
386  lives at a different address, unless there is good cause, as defined by rule, for not sending a

387 notice to a parent or guardian.

388 (b) Nothing in this section may be construed as affecting:
389 (i) the manner in which the division conducts an investigation; or
390 (i) the use or effect, in any other setting, of a supported finding by the division at the

391  completion of an investigation for any purpose other than for notification under Subsection (1)

392 (a).

393 (2) Subsection (1) does not apply to a person who has been served with notice under
394  Subsection 62A-4a-1005(1Xa).

395 (3) The notice described in Subsection (1) shall state:

396 (a) that the division has conducted an investigation regarding alleged child abuse,

397 neglect, or dependency;

308 (b) that the division has made a supported finding of abuse, neglect, or dependency;

399 (c) that facts gathered by the division support the supported finding;

400 (d) that the person has the right to request:

401 (i) a copy of the report; and

402 (ii) an opportunity to challenge the supported finding by the division; and

403 (e) that failure to request an opportunity to challenge the supported finding within 30
-13-
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404  days of receiving the notice will result in an unappealable supporied finding of child abuse,
405 neglect, or dependency unless the person can show good cause for why compliance within the
406  30-day requirement was virtually impossible or unreasonably burdensome.

407 (4) (a) A person may make a request to challenge a supported finding within 30 days of
408  a notice being received under this section.

409 (b) Upon receipt of a request under Subsection (4)(a), the Office of Administrative
410 Hearings shall hold an adjudicative proceeding pursuant to Title 63, Chapter 46b,

411  Administrative Procedures Act.

412 (5) (a) In an adjudicative proceeding held pursuant to this section, the division shall
413  have the burden of proving, by a preponderance of the evidence, that child abuse, neglect, or
414  dependency occurred and that the alleged perpetrator was substantially responsible {or the
415  abuse or neglect that occurred.

416 (b) Any party shall have the right of judicial review of final agency action, in

417  accordance with Title 63, Chapter 46b, Administrative Procedures Act.

418 (c) Proceedings for judicial review of a final agency action under this section shall be

419 closed to the public.
420 (d) The Judicial Council shall make rules that ensure the confidentiality of the

421 proceedings described in Subsection (5)(c) and the records related to the proceedings.

4272 (6) Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, an alleged perpetrator who, after

423 receiving notice, fails to challenge a supported finding in accordance with this section:

424 (a) may not further challenge the finding; and

425 (b) shall have no right to:

426 (i) agency review of the finding;

427 (ii) an adjudicative hearing on the finding; or

428 (ii} judicial review of the finding.

429 (7) (a) Except as provided in Subsection (7)(b), an alleged perpetrator may not make a

430  request under Subsection (4) to challenge a supported finding if 2 court of competent

431 jurisdiction entered a finding, in a proceeding in which the alleged perpetrator was a party, that
432 the alleged perpetrator is substantially responsible for the abuse, neglect, or dependency which
433 was also the subject of the supported finding.

434 (b) Subsection (7)a) does not apply to pleas in abeyance or diversion agreements.

-14 -
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435 (¢) An adjudicative proceeding under Subsection (5) may be stayed during the time a
436  judicial action on the same matter is pending.

437 (8) Pursuant to Section 78-3a 320, an adjudicative proceeding on a supported finding of
438  atype of abuse or neglect that does not constitute a severe type of child abuse or neglect may
439  be joined in the juvenile court with an adjudicative proceeding on a supported finding of a

440  severe type of child abuse or neglect.

441 Section 7. Section 78-3a-104 is amended to read:
442 78-3a-104, Jurisdiction of juvenile court -- Original -- Exclusive.
443 (1) Except as otherwise provided by law, the juvenile court has exclusive original

444  jurisdiction in proceedings concerning:

445 (a) a child who has violated any federal, state, or local law or municipal ordinance or a
446  person younger than 21 years of age who has violated any law or ordinance before becoming
447 18 years of age, regardless of where the violation occurred, excluding traffic laws and boating
448  and ordinances;

449 (b) aperson 21 years of age or older who has failed or refused to comply with an order
450  of the juvenile court to pay a fine or restitution, if the order was imposed prior to the person's
451  2lst birthday; however, the continuing jurisdiction is limited to causing compliance with

452  existing orders;

453 (c) a child who is an abused child, neglected child, or dependent child, as those terms
454  are defined in Section 78-3a-103;

455 (d) a protective order for a child pursuant to the provisions of Title 78, Chapter 3h,
456  Child Protective Orders, which the juvenile court may transfer to the district court if the

457  juvenile court has entered an ex parte protective order and finds that:

458 (i} the petitioner and the respondent are the natural parent, adoptive parent, or step

459  parent of the child who is the object of the petition;

460 (i) the district court has a petition pending or an order related to custody or parent-time
461 entered under Title 30, Chapter 3, Divorce, Title 30, Chapter 6, Cohabitant Abuse Act, or Title
462 78, Chapter 45g, Utah Uniform Parentage Act, in which the petitioner and the respondent are

463  parties; and

464 (iii) the best interests of the child will be better served in the district court;
465 (e) appointment of a guardian of the person or other guardian of a minor who comes
-15-
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466  within the court's jurisdiction under other provisions of this section;
467 (f) the emancipation of a minor in accordance with Part 10, Emancipation;
468 (g) the termination of the legal parent-child relationship in accordance with Part 4,

469 Termination of Parental Rights Act, including termination of residual parental rights and

470  duties;

471 (h) the treatment or commitment of a mentally retarded minor;

472 (i) a minor who is a habitual truant from school;

473 (j) the judicial consent to the marriage of a child under age 16 upon a determination of

474  voluntariness or where otherwise required by law, employment, or enlistrnent of a child when
475 consent is required by law;

476 (k) any parent or parents of a child committed to a secure youth corrections facility, to
477  order, at the discretion of the court and on the recommendation of a secure facility, the parent
478  or parents of a child committed to a secure facility for a custodial term, to undergo group

479 rehabilitation therapy under the direction of a secure facility therapist, who has supervision of
480  that parent's or parents' child, or any other therapist the court may direct, for a period directed
481 by the court as recommended by a secure facility;

482 (1) a minor under Title 55, Chapter 12, Interstate Compact for J uveniles;

483 (m) the treatment or commitment of a mentally ill child. The court may commit a child
484  to the physical custody of a local mental health authority in accordance with the procedures and
485 requirements of Title 62A, Chapter 15, Part 7, Commitment of Persons Under Age 18 to

486 Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health. The court may not commit a child directly to
487  the Utah State Hospital;

488 (n) the commitment of a child in accordance with Section 62A-13-301;

489 (0) de novo review of final agency actions resulting from an informal adjudicative

490  proceeding as provided in Section 63-46b-15; and

491 (p) adoptions conducted in accordance with the procedures described in Title 78,

492  Chapter 30, Adoption, when the juvenile court has previously entered an order terminating the
493  rights of a parent and finds that adoption is in the best interest of the child.

404 (2) In addition to the provisions of Subsection (1)(a) the juvenile court has exclusive
495  jurisdiction over any traffic or boating offense committed by a person under 16 years of age

496  and concurrent jurisdiction over all other traffic or boating offenses commitied by a person 16

- 16 -
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497  years of age or older, except that the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction over the following

498  offenses committed by a child:

499 (a) Section 76-5-207, automobile homicide;

500 (b) Section 41-6a-502, operating a vehicle while under the influence of alcohol or
501  drugs;

502 (c) Section 41-6a-528, reckless driving or Section 73-18-12, reckless operation;
503 (d) Section 41-1a-1314, unauthorized control over a motor vehicle, trailer, or

504 semitrailer for an extended period of time; and

505 (e) Section 41-6a-210 or 73-18-20, fleeing a peace officer.

506 (3) The court also has jurisdiction over traffic and boating offenses that are part of a
507 single criminal episode filed in a petition that contains an offense over which the court has

508  jursdiction.

509 (4) The juvenile court has jurisdiction over an ungovernable or runaway child who 1s
510 referred to it by the Division of Child and Family Services or by public or private agencies that
511 contract with the division to provide services to that child where, despite earnest and persistent
512  efforts by the division or agency, the child has demonstrated that the child:

513 (a) is beyond the control of the child’s parent, guardian, lawful custodian, or school
514  authorities to the extent that the child's behavior or condition endangers the child's own welfare
515 or the welfare of others; or

516 (b) bhas run away from home.

517 (5) This section does not restrict the right of access to the juvenile court by private
518  agencies or other persons.

519 (6) The juvenile court has jurisdiction of all magistrate functions relative to cases

520 arising under Section 78-3a-602.

521 (7) The juvenile court has jurisdiction to make a finding of substantiated,

522  unsubstantiated, [or] without merit, or false in accordance with Section 78-3a-320.

523 Section 8. Section 78-3a-320 is amended to read:
524 78-3a-320. Additional finding at adjudication hearing -- Petition -- Court records.
525 (1) Upon the filing with the court of a petition under Section 78-3a-303 by the Division

526  of Child and Family Services or any interested person informing the court, among other things,

527 that the division has made a supported finding that a person committed a severe type of child
-17 -
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abuse or neglect as defined in Section 62A-4a-1002, the court shall:

{a) make a finding of substantiated, unsubstantiated, or without merit;

(b) include the finding described in Subsection (1)(a) in a written order; and

(c) deliver a certified copy of the order described in Subsection (1)(b) to the division.

(2) [The] A judicial finding under [Subsection] Subsections (1), (3), and (4) shall be
made:

(a) as part of the adjudication hearing;

(b) at the conclusion of the adjudication hearing; or

(c) as part of a court order entered pursuant to a written stipulation of the parties.

(3) (@) Any person described in Subsection 62A-4a-1010(1) may at any time file with
the court a petition for removal of the person's name from the Licensing Information System.

(b) At the conclusion of the hearing on the petition, the court shall:

(1) make a finding of substantiated, unsubstantiated, or without merit;

(i1) include the finding described in Subsection (1)(a) in a written order; and

(iif) deliver a certified copy of the order described in Subsection (1}(b) to the division.

(4) (a) If the court makes a finding of without merit under Subsection (1) or (3)(b}, the
court shall:

(i)_make an additional finding regarding whether the report is false; and
(i1)_include the finding described in Subsection (4)(a)(i) in the orders described in

Subsections {1)(b) and (3 (h)(ii).
(b) The finding described in Subsection (4)(a){i) shall be made solely for the purpose

of determining, under Subsection 62A-4a-1003(3), whether the report upen which the finding

is based. or any reference to the report, will be included in the Management Information

System.
[€4Y] (5) A proceeding for adjudication of a supported finding under this section of a

type of abuse or neglect that does not constitute a severe type of child abuse or neglect may be
joined in the juvenile court with an adjudication of a severe type of child abuse or neglect.
[€5Y] (6) If a person whose name appears on the Licensing Information system prior to
May 6, 2002 files a petition during the time that an alleged perpetrator’s application for
clearance to work with children or vulnerable adults is pending, the court shall hear the matter

and enter a final decision no later than 60 days after the filing of the petition.

-18 -
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559 [€67] (1) For the purposes of licensing under Sections 26-21-9.5, 26-39-103.5,

560 62A-1-118, and for the purposes described in Section 62A-2-121:

561 (a) the court shall make available records of its findings under Subsections (1) and (2)
562  for licensing purposes, only to those with statutory authority to access also the Licensing

563 Information System created under Section 62A-4a-1006; and

564 (b) any appellate court shall make available court records of appeals from juvenile
565 court decisions under Subsections (1) [t and(4y] through (5) for licensing purposes,

566 only to those with statutory authority to access also the Licensing Information System.

-19-
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It is the VLSIOM of OCPO that through

its involvement with individuals having
concerns about the Division of Child and Family

Services, OCPO will promote f airv reso lut lon,
effect changes that will improve the

quality of services provided to the
children and families of Utah, and build bridges with

child welfare partners to € ff ective Zy work
for children
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INTRODUCTION:

The Utah Office of Child Protection Ombudsman is an independent voice for children and families in
Utah. The Ombudsman’s Office was created in 1996 and placed into Utah Statute in 1998, giving
authority for this Office to investigate conswmer complaints regarding the Division of Child and Family
Services. Since the creation of the Ombudsman’s Office, the staff has worked to establish an office that
can adequately represent citizens of Utah in addressing constituent concerns and/or complaints regarding
services provided by Child and Family Services.

The Ombudsman’s Office staff is knowledgeable regarding Utah Law pertaining to ¢child welfare, as well
as Child and Family Services Practice Guidelines. The staff utilizes this knowledge to educate
complainants and the general public as to the role and function of the Ombudsman’s Office, Utah Law,
and Child and Family Services. The Ombudsman’s Office staff assists complainants to effectively
communicate concerns to Child and Family Services or the appropriate agency, as well as understand the
information being communicated to the complainant by Child and Family Services or other agencies. In
addition to the statutory authority to investigate complaints, the Ombudsman’s Office serves as a resource
to the public by providing information regarding community services, the child welfare system, and other
agencies.

As necessary, the Ombudsman’s Office investigates complaints to determine whether DCFS, with regard
to a particular child, acted in accordance with Utah law and DCFS Practice Guidelines. The
Ombudsman's Office may not be able to provide the complainant’s desired outcome in response to each
complaint filed; however, every complaint reported to the Ombudsman’s Office receives objective and
thorough consideration. For example, 1f a complainant indicated that the removal of a child from the
parent was illegal, the Ombudsman’s Office would provide information to the complainant as to the legal
process involved when a child is removed from the parent’s custody. The Ombudsman’s Office would
try to determine if the complainant had additional concerns. Should additional concerns be identified,
such as the parent was not receiving visitation or that the child had a medical need Child and Family
Services was not meeting, the Ombudsman’s Office would process those concetns through the intake
protocol.

Although the Ombudsman's Office is small, the well-qualified staff offers a high standard of service to
both the individual consumer and to Child and Family Services. Anecdotally, the Ombudsman’s Office
receives compliments from constituents such as the following: “Thank you again for your help. You work
miracles for children!”; “Thank you...for everything,”; “Without your help, these children’s needs and
safety would still be a concern for us. We appreciate all the time and effort you took to look into our
concerns and to let us know what was happening so we didn’t have to worry!”; “Thank you for listening
to me when 1 called your office. The information you gave me was very helpful and for the first time, I
felt T had been heard. 1 appreciate you validating my concerns and conducting an investigation to make
sure that the DCES caseworker was doing her job!”; “Even though your office couldn’t take any action, I
really appreciated you talking with me and telling me that I could call back in the future if 1 had any
questions or concerns.™; and, ] wish I had known about the Ombudsman’s Office a long time ago. Why
isn’t there more information about your office so people who have problems with DCFS can contact

you?”

The Ombudsman’s Office is pleased to outline the highlights of Fiscal Year 2007.

Page 99 of 206 Fage



OCPQ Annual Report FY2007

HISTORY AND STATUTORY AUTHORITY:

In January 1996, the Executive Director of the Department of Human Services created the Ombudsman’s
Office, independent from Child and Family Services, where individuals could report concerns about cases under
Child and Family Services’ jurisdiction. The purpose of the Ombudsman’s Office is to receive and
investigate complaints to ensure that Child and Family Services is providing adequate services to their

¢lients.

In 1998, the Utah Legislature codified the role and authority of the Ombudsman’s Office by enacting
Section 62A-4a-208 of Utah Code, which states:

" the ombudsman shall, upon receipt of a complaint from any person, investigate whether an
act or omission of the division with respect to a particular child: (i) is contrary to statute, rule,
or policy; (i) places a child’s health or safety at risk;(iii) is made without an adequate statement
of reason; or (iv) is based on irrelevant, immaterial, or erroneous grounds..."”

INTAKE COMPLAINT PROCESS

In FY2007, the Ombudsman’s Office processed 393 complainis through the intake process. When a
referral is received, the Ombudsman’s Office evaluates the information to determine whether the case is
within the Ombudsman’s statutory responsibility. For example, if a complainant did not have a specific
concern about Child and Family Services but expressed concerns about a child that might be abused or
neglected, the Ombudsman’s Office would refer the complainant to Child Protective Services Intake but
would not accept the concern as an Ombudsman complaint. Ifa complainant expressed concerns that the
Child and Family Services caseworker had not convened a Child and Family Team Meeting and the
parent was unable to have visitation with their child, the Ombudsman’s Office would accept these

concerns as a cormplaint.

Total Intakes Received By OCPO
FY 2007

FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07
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As appropriate, the Ombudsman’s Office refers a complaint to Child and Family Services and requests a
response or aliows Child and Family Services the opportunity to address the concern at the lowest level
possible. During FY2007, the Ombudsman’s Office referred 161 (41%) of the 393 complaints to Child

and Family Services.

If a complainant is not satisfied with the response from Child and Family Services, the complainant is
unwilling to work with Child and Family Services, or if the Ombudsman’s Office is particularly
concerned about an issue, the Ombudsman’s Office may proceed with an Ombudsman Review or accept
the case for investigation.

An Ombudsman Review is conducted by the Deputy Ombudsman or an Assistant Ombudsman, and may
be opened for review at any point during the intake process. An Ombudsman Review may begin
immediately upon receipt of a complaint, or after Child and Family Services has been given the
opportunity to address the concern. The purpose of conducting an Ombudsman Review is to determine
the appropriate action to be taken by the Ombudsman’s Office in response to a complainant’s concern.
The Ombudsman’s Office may decide that no further action is warranted, refer the complainant to another
agency, or accept the case for an investigation. An Ombudsman Review includes accessing and
reviewing case information maintained in Child and Family Services™ management information system,
requesting additional information directly from Child and Family Services, and reviewing all relevant
information provided to the Ombudsman’s Office by the complainant and/or other parties. For example,
f the Ombudsman’s Office reviews a DCFS response with the complainant and the complainant remains
dissatisfied that Child and Family Services took appropriate action to address their concerns, that case
would be accepted for an Ombudsman’s Review. The Ombudsman’s Office would review the Child and
Family Services management information system to determine if the complainant concerns had validity.
Should the review reveal that the complainant appeared to have valid concerns; the case may be accepted
for investigation. Another example of a time when an investigation would be opened instead of
undergoing an Ombudsman’s Review, would occur when the cormplainant had provided a copy of the
Child and Family Services record they had previously obtained and upon review it was noted that obvious
violations of Practice Guidelines and/or Utah law had occurred, such as, a child victim had not been
interviewed; a child had made a disclosure of an incident of abuse or neglect that had not previously been
reported, but the caseworker had not taken any action; or, the caseworker had failed to proceed with an
Interstate Compact for the Placement of Children when court ordered.

During FY2007, the Ombudsman’s Office conducted 73 Ombudsman Reviews. The Ombudsman’s
Office determined that no further action was needed in 44 (60%} of the cases. The Ombudsman’s Office
determined that 29 (40%) cases required further review and were therefore accepted for investigation.
Not every case accepted for investigation is opened for an Ombudsman’s Review.

Outcome of Ombuodsman Review
FY 2007

29 (40% )

O Reviewed - No Further Action l t
0 Accepted for Investigation
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INVESTIGATIONS

During FY2007, the Ombudsman’s Office completed 49 investigations involving Child and Family
Services. An investigation may contain multiple concerns. The Ombudsman’s Office investigates to
determine the validity of every individual concern reported by a complainant. In addition to investigating
complainant concerns, the Ombudsman’s Office may identify additional concerns or oversights made by

Chiid and Family Services.

The 49 investigations completed in FY2007 encompassed 289 individual concerns. Of these 289
concerns that were investigated, 155 (54%) of the concerns were reported to the Ombudsman’s Office by
a complainant, and 134 (46%) were identified by the Ombudsman’s Office (Chart 1).

Source of Concerns Investigated
FY2007

i 0 Concems Reported by a Complainant
|

\

O Concems Identified by QCPO

Validity of Complainant Concerns
FY2007

20 (13%)
‘ 22 (14%)

113
(13%)

E]‘Valid O Unable to Determmine O m{/am

L

Chart 1

I

Cﬁ.l;rt 2

Of the 155 concerns reported to the Ombudsman’s Office by the complainant, the Ombudsman’s Office
found 20 (13%) of the complainant concerns to be valid, and 113 (73%) to be invalid. The Ombudsman’s
Office was unable to determine the validity of 22 (14%) complainant concerns (Chart 2). The 134
concerns identified by the Ombudsman’s Office were valid.

Overall, the Ombudsman’s Office found 154 (53%) of the 289 concerns investigated during FY2007 to be
valid. The 154 valid concerns are comprised of the valid concerns reported by the complainant (20) and
valid concerns identified by the Ombudsman’s Office (134). :

When the Ombudsman’s Office discovers and addresses a DCFS Practice Guideline violation that
impacts the case being reviewed, the concern 1s documented as a valid concern. For example, if the
Ombudsman’s Office did not find documentation that the parents of the child had been contacted and
interviewed about child abuse or neglect allegations, this would be a violation of a Practice Guideline.
Other examples are: the caseworker did not conduct visits with a child while in an out-of-home .
placement; the child did not receive mental health treatment, if appropriate; the caseworker failed to
‘mitiate a court ordered service, ete. The Ombudsman’s Office may identify a single concern or multiple
concerts in each case where the Ombudsman’s Office could determine that the caseworker was not in
compliance and/or the caseworker had not decumented an activity that would place the caseworker within
compliance of the appropriate DCFS Practice Guideline.

Page 4
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Validity of Concerns
FY 2007
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During FY2007, the Ombudsman’s Office conducted an additional two investigations in which the
Ombudsman’s Office reviewed the casework of Sipapu Associates, the agency contracted by the
Department of Human Services to conduct conflict of interest Child Protective Services investigations.
Although these investigations were outside the statutory authority of the Ombudsman’s Office, the
investigations were conducted with Administrative approval. The case findings were reported to the
contract monitor, and the Ombudsman’s Office made recommendations to Sipapu Associates and the
contract menitor for improved casework 1n the future.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In FY2007, the Ombudsman’s Office found 134 concerns to be valid. The Ombudsman’s Office did not
make a recommendation for every valid concern, and made multiple recommendations for some valid
concerns; therefore, the number of valid concerns and recommendations does not match. The
Ombudsman’s Office made a total of 136 recommendations to Child and Family Services during FY2007.
These 136 recommendations are comprised of the following:

e 80 individual concemns resulted in 80 individual recomthendations.

e Toaddress 36 valid concerns, the Ombudsman’s Office made only 5 recommendations. These 5
recommendations were that DCFS review the 36 concerns and determine the appropriate action at
the regional level.

e To address 18 valid concerns, the Ombudsman’s Office made multiple recornmendations for each
concern. These 18 concerns resulted in 51 individual recommendations.

Child and Family Services took appropriate action to address 20 valid concerns during the Ombudsman’s
Office involvement, thus eliminating the need for the Ombudsman’s Office to make a recommendation.
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The 136 recormendations included 79 recommendations that Child and Family Services take action to
address the concerns. For example, some of the Ombudsman’s Office recommendations made are:

e The caseworker to convene a Child and Family Team Meeting to address issues of visitation;

e The caseworker to add documentation that was previously inadequate or missing to ensure the
case record contained essential information; '

¢ The caseworker conduct an assessment of the child’s immediate health or safety needs;

e Child and Family Services link all cases listed under the names of the mother and each child in
SAFE [information management system] to ensure that when a case is opened in SAFE all cases
appear and can be reviewed;

» If detailed information is located in a document that is not contained in SAFE, the caseworker
reference in the activity logs where additional information can be located;

e Ifit is determined that the alleged physical abuse of the female child by the step-grandmother was
not adequately investigated, the allegation be opened for investigation;

e Ifit is determined that the current case finding should stand, the caseworker document th basis for
the decision; and,
e In the future that the caseworker determine the potential need for safety or protection when there

is information that the alleged perpetrator resides in the same home of the child and take
appropriate action by contacting the child and making an immediate assessment.

The Ombudsman’s Office made 42 recommendations that an act or omission by Child and Farmly
Services be addressed or reconsidered. For example, the following recommendations were made:

e Child and Family Services review the case to determine if the case finding was based on findings
obtained throughout the investigation. If it is determined the finding was made in error, it is
recommended that Child and Family Services correct the database to reflect the amended finding;

e The closure statement on the Child Protective Services Investigation be amended to reflect that
the finding to Child Endangerment is based on the fact that the mother admitted to using drugs in
the presence of the child,

 Timely action be taken to determine the current status of the Protective Services Supetvision
petition and initiate services for the family; '

e The infant residing in the home be included in any services provided in the home;
¢  Activity logs regarding unrelated children be removed from the foster care case;

e If the caseworker completed activities on the case during the identified time period and has
reliable notes on what occurred, the information be added to the activity logs in the Protective
Services Supervision case; and, :

e In the future, the caseworker take the appropriate steps to conduct Child Protective Services cases
within the 30 day time frame, and that the caseworker does not permit excessive periods of time
to pass prior to closing the case.
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The Ombudsman’s Office made 15 recommendations that Child and Family Services create ot modify a
Practice Guideline. For example, the Ombudsman’s Office recommended the following:

Child and Family Services Administration review the process that is currently in place for
tracking and completing orders of the Office of Administrative Hearing and the juvenile court to
amend Child and Family Services findings; '

The senior caseworker assistant obtain clarification from Child and Family Services State
Administration prior to issuing the letter and waiver to any further constituents.

Categories of Recomme ndations
FY2007

" (31%)

15 (11%)

79 (58%)

1 An act or omission by DCFS be addressed or reconsidered.
0 DCFS Practice Guideline be created or modified.

1 DCFS take action to address the concem (ie. training)

Child and Family Services Administration consider developing 2 definition of “Chronic Physical
Abuse” to Practice Guideline definitions;

The Government Records Access and Management Act specialist and her supervisor immediately
take action to determine if the letter being issued to complainants, along with the waiver, is in
compliance with statute; and,
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QOctober 1, 2007

Honorable Jon M. [{untsman, Jr.
Governor, State of Utah

State Capitol Complex. Suite E220
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-2220

and
Child Welfare Lepislative Oversight Panel
Utah State Capitol Complex
House Building, Suite W210
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5210

RE: Office of Child Welfare Parental Defense Annual Report

I hereby submit the Annual Report of the Office of Child Welfare Parental Defense as
required by UCA 63A-11-106. The dutics, functions and responsibilitics ot the office include:

e Providing assistance and advice to parental defense attorneys;

» Developing and providing educational and training programs for parental defense attorneys;

« Providing information and advice to assist parental defense attorneys to comply with their
professional, contractual, and ethical duties.

The Child Welfare Parental Defense Gversight Comuuitiee (Oversight Comniitice) was
reconvened in January 2007 in order to advise the Office of Child Welfare Parental Defense and
the Parental Defense Alliance of Utah (PDA) on issucs related to: training and education of
parental defense attorneys, overall work plan and activitics, and financial spending and budget
allocations. The Oversight Commitice meets on a quarterly basis and has met three times in
2007. The final meeting for the calendar year is scheduled for October 10, 2007.

In August 2007, the contract requiring the PDA to fulfill the duties of the Office of Child
Welfare Parental Defense was renewed and extended for an additional two years. Renewal and
extension was permitted under the terms of the contract. Renewal and extension was supported
by the Oversight Committce.

3120 State Office Building, Sah Like City, Utal 84114 - welephone 80 1-538-3010 - facsimile 801-538-3844 - www das utah.gow
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It should be noted that the new contract allows for limited inancial assistance Lo be extended to
parental defendants who have been found by the court to be indigent. Upon application by an
indigent parcntal defendant, the PDDA may procure expert witness services, paralegal services on
appeal, and court transcripts for appeals, Each service is subject to certain monetary limits.

In fulfiiling its obligations under the contract and meeting the responsibilities of the Office of
Child Welfare Parental Defense, the PDA has done the following:

1. Produced and facilitated a two-day conference for parental defense attorneys attended by
100 registered guests, primarily parental defense attorneys. Conference attendees
received 13 hours of continuing legal education, including 1.5 hours of ethics training.
The conference was well received with 94% of survey respondents rating the conterence
as either “good” or “excellent.” Additionally, 84% of the respondents found the
conference relevant to their practice.

2. Conducted (raining seminar on motivational interviewing wherceby clients are asked to

make positive changes in their lives with the hope that such changes will resull in more

favorable outcomes as they negotiate the legal process. The PDA also held a lunchcon
for attorneys where the topic of discussion was navigating the unique aspects of Juvenile

Court successfully. The material provided was designed for use by both beginning and

more advanced practitioners.

Continued efforts to find experts that defcnse counsel may need in the course of a case.

4. Launched a privately maintained website. Content coniinues to be uploaded and the
website has reached a stage where the PDA can begin to derive statistics on “hits™ 10 the
site.

5. Provided copies of the Practice Guidelines to judges and continues to provide same to
parental defenders who request it. The PDA continues to answer questions regarding the
use of the guidelings in day-to-day situations.

6. Continues to confer with, and act as a resource for parental defense attorneys in Utah.
Assistance ranged from providing sample interrogatories to discussing potential legal
courses of action and their underlying legal authority, and providing information about
the Child Welfare Ombudsman, as well as, Family Advocates.

7. Continues to provide valuable information to parental defenders via e-bulletins and
newsletters. Attorneys receive information on community resources. usc of family
advocates, legislative and legal updates, news items relevant to representing parents, as
well as, practice tips.

8. FExpenditures under the contract between the Department of Administrative Services and
the PDA have again been used as an “in kind match™ for 4 federal grant submitted by the
Court [mprovement Project for court training programs.

(W]
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The Department of Administrative Services continues to evaluate the effectiveness of this
program. It is the Department’s objective to continue to provide effective training to parental
defense attorneys. For its part, the PDA is in the process of soliciting practitioncrs for ideas
about the conference curriculum, and is attempting to create educational and training programs
which we believe will help make the office more effective in fulfilling its statutory
responsibilities.

Sincerely,
S e R /f_‘j s
Y A A

- et L
Salvador D. Petilos

Program Administrator

Office of Child Welfare Parcntal Defense
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Chief Justice Christine C. September 28’ 2007 Daniel J. Becker

Durham State Court Administrator
Chairperson, tah Judicial Myron K. March
Council Deputy Court Administrator

Senator Dan R. Eastman, Chair

Child Welfare Legislative Oversight Panel
Utah State Senate Office

W115 State Capitol Complex

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Representative Steven Mascaro, Chair
Child Welfare Legisiative Oversight Panel
Utah House of Representatives Office
W30 State Capitol Complex

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Senator Eastman and Representative Mascaro:

The Juvenile Court submits this report on the timely occurrence of child welfare proceedings
and the reasons for delay pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 62A-4a-207 (2001). The Courts
are pleased to report continued improvement in compliance in the areas of timely
adjudication and holding timely permanency hearings for children who are in out of home
care.

While you will note some variations in the whole numbers represented by the Juvenile Court
and the Attorney General based on methodological differences, the percentages of hearings
meeting the statutory timelines is consistent across most categories.

We have appreciated this opportunity to share information with the Panel and look forward
to continued dialogue in the future.

Sincerely,
Ray Wahl
Juvenile Court Administrator

‘,;': i

Vec/:- Mark Andrews w/enci.

The mission of tha LHah judiciary is to provide the people an open, fair,
efficient, and independent system for the advancement of justice under the law.

450 South State Street / P.O. Box 140241 / Sall Lake City, Utah 84114-0241 / 801-578-3600 / Fax: 801-578-3843
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Child Welfare
Statutory Time Requirements Report

September 28, 2007

Administrative Office of the Courts
P. O. Box 140241
450 South State Street
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-0241
(801) 578-3800
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L Timely Permanency for Children and Families

As provided by Utah Code Ann. § 62A-4a-207 (2001), the Utah State Courts submit this sixth
annual report to the Child Welfare Legislative Oversight Panel on the judicial processing of child
welfare cases,

Utah's child protection legislation (Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-101 et seq.) is designed to effect
timely permanency for children and to protect the rights of all parties in the courtroom. Utah
Code Ann. § 78-3a-312 requires that efforts be made to place a child in a safe, permanent home
in no less than twelve months when a child must be removed from the home. Towards this
ultimate goal, the Child Welfare Act poses timelines for significant events in child welfare cases,
such as pretrial and adjudication hearings;' dispositional hearings and reunification services; and
permanency hearings and petitions for termination.’ The statute makes clear that adherence to
these significant events is the responsibility of all system participants, not the least of which is
the judiciary.

Utah’s Juvenile Court has maintained its focus on compliance with statutory timelines,
Compliance with time frames in the categories of ‘removal to shelter hearing’ and ‘shelter
hearing to pretrial’ remained consistently high this year. Improvements were noted in the
timeliness of adjudication and permanency hearings.

Additional resources continue to be expended in dealing with statutory requirements concerning
warrants, Beginning May 1, 2006, new provisions were legislated through S. B. 7 to provide for
a hearing prior to removal of a child in certain situations. By statute, these hearings require notice
to parents and must be held within 72 hours of the filing of a Motion for Expedited Placement in
Temporary Custody. While the hearings require additional court resources, they replace requests
for warrants or removals without a warrant where appropriate. The Juvenile Court also continues
to receive a substantial number of filings secking Protective Services Supervision (“PSS”). In
PSS cases, families receive court-ordered services from the Division of Child and Family
Services while the children remain in their homes or the home of a relative who is not a licensed
foster care provider. PSS filings require expedited treatment following legislation which became
effective in May 2003, PSS cases must be set for pretrial in 15 days and for an adjudication trial
in 60 days. In some districts, attorneys filing petitions seeking PSS services are requesting
expedited hearings at the earliest possible date, rather than waiting to schedule a pretrial hearing
within 15 days.

II. Data

' Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-308
% Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-311

3 Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-312
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The data in this report consists of all new cases that entered the court system via a shelter hearing
between October 1, 2006 and September 27, 2007 (see Juvenile Child Welfare Time Standards
Report, attached). Included in this report are any cases that were previously active cases at some
stage of the proceedings and had a subsequent hearing during that time frame. Also included for
the fourth year is information regarding cases that entered the court system via the filing of a PSS
petition as defined above.

These percentages demonstrate not only that court events in most child welfare cases occur in the
expedited fashion contemplated by the statute, but that the courts are hearing some events in an
even more timely basis than last year. Please note that not all of the timelines for all events have
lapsed in a one year snapshot. Some cases may have just been entered as of September 27, 2007,
the last reporting day. This report does not track individual cases from start to finish, but rather
reports on all court events scheduled within a one-year time frame.

Pretrial and Adjudication Hearings (78-3a-308)

(1) Upon the filing of a petition, the clerk of the court shall set the pretrial
hearing on the petition within 15 calendar days from the date of the shelter
hearing. (2) The pretrial may be continued upon motion of any party, for good
cause shown, but the final adjudication hearing shall be held no later than 60
calendar days from the date of the shelter hearing.

The Child Welfare Act provides that pretrial hearings take place within 15 days of the shelter
hearing, though a continuance may be granted for good cause shown. Of 1078 pretrial hearings,
93% occurred within 15 days. This percentage has remained consistent over the last four years.

Adjudication of the petition must take place within 60 days of the shelter hearing, Of 792
adjudication hearings, 96% were held within the requirement. This reflects a 3 percentage point
increase since last year.

Dispositional Hearings and Reunification Services (78-3a-310, 311)

Pursuunt to 78-3a-310(2), a dispositional hearing ‘Shall be held no later than 30 calendar days
after the date of the adjudication hearing.” In most cases, dispositional orders are entered at the
adjudication hearing. Of 873 dispositional hearings, 95% occurred within the 30 day
requirement. This percentage reflects a 1% point increase from last year’s report.

78-3a-311(f)(iii) If reunification services have not been ordered, a permanency
hearing shall be conducted within 30 days, in accordance with Section 78-3a-
312,

Of the 81 no reunification to permanency proceedings conducted by the court, 83% were held
within 30 days of the no reunification decision. This represents an 11% decrease over last year.
Of the 14 cases that were non-compliant, the most significant reason for delay was that a decision
was made to extend reunification services to only one parent. For example, a decision could be

3
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made not to extend reunification services to a father who was adjudicated as severely abusive or
had abandoned the child. The mother, however, was appropriate to receive court-ordered
services toward reunification and was given the full statutory period to work toward
reunification. In these cases, the permanency hearing was extended beyond the 30 day period to
afford the mother a full opportunity for reunification.

Permanency Hearings and Petitions for Termination (78-32-312)

(1) (a}) When reunification services have been ordered in accordance with Section
78-3a-311, with regard to a child who is in the custody of the Division of Child
and Family Services, a permanency hearing shall be held by the court no later
than 12 months after the original removal of the child.

Utah's child protection legislation imposes two standards for permanency: one for children over
36 months of age, and a requirement for children 36 months or younger, to promote expedited
permanency for children in the formative stages.

Of the 380 children over 36 months of age, 96% had permanency hearings within twelve months
of removal, a 6 percentage point increase over last year.

Of the 240 children under 36 months of age, 85% had permanency hearings within 8 months of
removal. This measure increased three percentage points from last year and five percentage
points over the last two years.

(5) If the final plan for the child is to proceed toward termination of parental
rights, the petition for termination of parental rights shall be filed, and a
pretrial held, within 45 calendar days after the permanency hearing.

The courts rely on counsel for the timely filing of these documents, although the courts have a
duty to supervise proceedings in their courtroom. In 183 proceedings, a petition was filed to
terminate parental rights. Thirty-nine percent of petitions were filed and a pre-trial scheduled
within 45 calendar days. This reflects a 5% percentage point decrease from last year. Timeliness
in this measure continues to be an area of concern and focus for the judiciary and other
stakcholders. Delay in this area may be attributed both to the timeliness of counsels’ ability to
file the petition as well as the court’s calendar. It may also be due to a general reluctance to
petition for termination of parental 1ights if a child is not already placed in a home likely to result
in adoption. In some cases in which a petition is not immediately filed, the court calendars a
review for 45 days after the permanency hearing instead of a pre-trial. While the petition is
ultimately filed and the hearing type recorded as a pre-trial, this data entry may not be reflected
on the tracking report. This is a data quality issue on which the court’s will continue to educate
personnel.

(8){¢) A decision on the petition for termination of parental rights shall be made
within 18 months from the date of the child's removal.
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Of the 153 termination proceedings heard by the court, 87% met the requirement, a 5% decrease
from last year's report. Timeliness in this area is also reliant on both the court and counsel.
After the court renders a decision, the court requires the prevailing party to submit a proposed
order to the court for signature. In some cases, submission of the written order was the cause for
delay. In other cases, delay is caused by the court’s calendar and the ability to schedule a trial on
the termination petition.

Protective Services Supervision Petitions (“PSS’) 78-3a-308

(1) Upon the filing of a petition, the clerk of the court shall set the pretrial hearing on
the petition within 15 calendar days from the later of : (a) the date of the shelter
hearing; or (b) the filing of the petition.

(2) The pretrial may be continued upon motion of any party, for good cause shown, but
the final adjudication hearing shall be held no later than 60 calendar days from the
later of: (a) the date of the shelter hearing; or (b) the filing of the petition.

The statutory guidelines do not require the judiciary to report information regarding the
timeliness of PSS cases. However, due to the dramatic growth in PSS petition filings, this
information has been included in this report beginning in 2004. During the current reporting
period, 1436 PSS petitions were filed compared to 1267 in 2004 and just 578 in 2003. Of the
1436 PSS petitions filed, pre-trial hearings were held within 15 days of filing in 94% of the
cases, a 3 percentage point decrease over last year. However, pre-trial hearings were held in
100% of the cases within an additional 15 days (30 days from filing of the petition).

During the current reporting period, 887 PSS cases were tracked from filing to adjudication,
compared to 363 cases in 2003. Of the 887 cases reported, 98% received the required
adjudication hearing within 60 days, a 2 percentage point increase over last year.

1. Reasons for Delay

The Juvenile Court continues to refine methods for tracking case loads and reasons for delay.
One of the most common reasons for delay continues to be overloaded court dockets. While this
factor stabilized somewhat in the last two years, the Court have seen a trend toward growth in
scheduling related delays in the past three years. Court calendar was reported as the cause of
delay in 35% of the cases in 2004, dropping to 26% in 2005, but rebounding to 36% in 2006 and
35% this year. The August 2007 caseload report to Utah’s Judicial Council on juvenile court
workloads reflects that child welfare cases make up only 8% of the cases referred to juvenile
court, but require 57% of the judges’ time.

Delay categories related to counsel and parties experienced very little change this year, including
a one percent or less change in the following categories: Mediation (5%}, Counsel Unavailable
(7%, Change of Counsel (1%), Unable to Locate Party (8%), Unable to Transport from Jail
(2%), Unable to Serve Party (2%), and Counsel or Party Failed to Appear (1%). Collectively
these calegories represented 30% of the total reasons for delay.
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In 35% of the cases tracked, “Other” was selected as a reason for delay. While decreasing 7
percentage points last year, this category rebounded by 7 percentage points this year. As
demonstrated by the attached detail sheet for “Other” reasons for delay, a variety of scenarios are
involved. These must, at times, be handled on a case by case basis. Reasons in the “Other”
category are as diverse as the need to locate one of the parents (typically the father), allowing
time to properly comply with requirements of the Indian Child Weifare Act (“ICWA”) and tribal
notification, the need for case transfers between districts, or because all parties agree that a
continuation is necessary under the unique circumstances of a case.

IV.  Strategies to Track and Reduce Delay

Utah’s Juvenile Court has maintained its focus on compliance with statutory timeframes and
delay reduction, The eight judicial districts continue to work on delay-reduction strategies put
into place in 2002-2003. Stakeholders continue to meet periodically to improve communication,
to evaluate progress, and to refine strategies,

Delay Reduction Teams created in each district are known as the “Tables of 6” or “Local
Tables.” The district teams receive guidance and support from the statewide “Table of 6,” Each
Judicial district formed statewide teams comprised of, at a minimum, a judge, court personnel, an
Assistant Attorney General, defense attomeys, a Guardian ad litem, and a DCFS staff
representative. This model has allowed information and quality improvement efforts to travel up
and down the chain of command through the state. These efforts prove especially valuable in
areas experiencing growth in referrals to juvenile court in the area of abuse, neglect and
dependency matters and the added workload created by the addition of statutory procedures for
Motions for Expedited Placement in Temporary Custody.

Appellate Child Welfare Reforms.  As reported in previous years, the Courts have continued
to fine tune the expedited child welfare appeal process reported in past years. Following the
passage of S.B. 179, Expedited Appeals in Child Welfare Cases, during the 2004 General
Session, the time to complete a child welfare appeal has improved significantly. Even cases
requiring the issuance of a full written opinion have seen significant reduction in time to
issuance. The median number of days from appeal filing to issuance of an opinion has decreased
from 505 days in FY 2002 to just 317 days in FY 2007. Similarly, the median number of days
from filing to issuance of a memorandum decision decreased from 393 days in FY 2002 to just
232 days in FY 2007.

Juvenile Management Information System-CARE. In November, 2005, the Juvenile Court
launched its new Juvenile Management Information System. The Courts and Agencies Records
Exchange (CARE) provides for improved availability of and access to delinquency and chiid
welfare information. The Courts’ CARE User Group is in the process of refining and enhancing
the CARE system and building additional management reports. Currently, court staff are
working on enhancements to automate the collection of information on compliance with time
standards outlined in this report. At the present time, data is collected manually by court clerks,
an undertaking which represents substantial time and effort. Recognizing the benefit that this
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information has provided the Courts, the Courts look forward to automating this process through
the CARE system. While significant progress toward automation has been realized this year, role
out of the automated time standards report is still several months away due to programming
needs.

V. Recommendations

The Juvenile Court is committed to continued assessment of court practices and achieved
outcomes. The judiciary does not act alone in ensuring timely permanency for children and
continues its commitments and efforts to work together with the many stakeholders who share
this responsibility. Pursuant to Utah Code Ann. 62a-4a-207(e) and (f), the Juvenile Court
respectfully makes the following recommendation:

» The Fourth District Juvenile Court has experiencing growth in referrals, including
dependency/neglect/abuse filings. The FY 2007 Caseload Report demonstrates that juvenile
referrals overall in the Fourth District have increased by 12%, including a 15% increase in
child welfare referrals. The most recent Judicial Weighted Workioad Report estimates a
judicial need of 5.2 judges in the Fourth District Juvenile Court, which is currently served by
only 4 juvenile judges. The Judicial Council has considered this trend along side of a 15%
increase in cases referred to the Fourth District Court. To alleviate the increased demand on
judicial resources in this area, the Judicial Council plans to advance a request for an
additional commissioner position in the Fourth District. The commissioner position would
be shared equally between the Fourth District Court and the Fourth District Juvenile Court,
Providing this additional resource will help to ensure continued progress by the juvenile court
in meeting its statutory obligations to children and families.

The Judiciary thanks the Panel for this opportunity to report and share information on the efforts
of Utah’s Juvenile Court to ensure timely permanency for children. As always, legislative
representatives are welcome to observe dependency proceedings to gain a better understanding of
the child welfare process. The Juvenile Court encourages all legislators to take advantage of this
opportunity to observe juvenile court practice first hand. Ray Wahl, Juvenile Court
Administrator, or Katie Gregory, Assistant Juvenile Court Administrator are happy to facilitate
such attendance and to supply any additional information that the Panel may require.
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Juvenile Child Welfare Time Standards Reports

Juvenile Child Welfare Time Standards Reports | Statewide Summary Report | Reason Summary | Detailed
Aeason Summary |Log OFf.

Choose Judicial District I- All - vl

Start Month; {10 »] Start Vea”lZDDB 'I
End Month: |g ,i End Year: |2007 vl
Gol

Compliance Summary for all Judicial Districts

fact compliance case compliant non- percent within  within  within

count complliant compliant 3 days 15 30
days days

‘rermaval to ‘notice 1o 1 days 754 739 15 98% 95% 98% 100%

paries'

‘removal’ to 'sheltar 3 days 1307 1232 75 94% 98% 99% 100%

hearing'

‘shelter hearing' to 5 days 228 196 32 86% 92% 98% 28%

'shelter hearing cont.'

‘sheller hearing' to 15 days 1078 998 t=14] 93% 96% 99% 100%

‘pretrial’

'shelter hearing' to 60 days 774 705 69 91% 92% 93% 94%

'pretrial cont.'

'shelter hearing' to 60 days 792 760 32 96% 96% 97% 98%

'adjudication’

‘adjudication’ to 30 days 873 826 47 95% 96% 99% 99%

'disposition’

na reunification' to 30 days 81 67 14 83% 83% 865% BG6%

'‘permanency hearing'

‘removal to 12 months 380 363 17 96% 96% 7% 97%

'‘permanency heating'

removal' to 8 months 240 205 35 85% 89% 93% 94%

'‘rermanency hearing’
children younger than

36 months

'rermanency hearing' 45 days 183 71 112 39% 39% 47% BP%
to 'termination pretrial

'removal to 'decision 18 months 153 133 20 87% 87% 88% 92%
on petition to

terminate’

‘removal' to 'six month 6 months 368 324 34 % 92% 96% 98%
review'

PSS petition filing' to 15 days 1436 1355 1] 94% 98% 100% 100%

pre-trial
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'PSS petition filing' to 60 days a7 873 14 98% 99% 99% 99%
'adjudication’

Please submit questions or comments about this site to: info@email,utcourts.gov
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Juvenile Child Welfare Time Standards Reports

Juvenile Child Weifare Time Standards Reports | Statewide Summary Report | Reason Summary | Detailed
Reason Summary |Log Off.

Choose Judicial District |_ All - .]

Start Month: [{0 «| Start Year:lzoos v]
End Month: 'g ...] End Year: |2007 vI
Gol

646 reasons have been enterad. There are still 31 that haven't been entered.

Reason Summary for all Judicial Districts

reason count Percentage
Court Calendar 228 35%
Mation to Continue, Filed By: 25 4%
Witness Unavailable 1 0%
Counsel Unavailable 47 7%
Change of Counsel & 1%
Unable to Serva Farty 1 2%
Unable to Locate Party 53 8%
Unable to Transpoit from Jail 10 2%
Counsel or Party Failed to Appear 8 1%
Mediation 33 5%
Other 226 35%

Please submit questions or cornments about this site to: info@email.utcourts.gov
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Juvenile Child Welfare Time Standards Reports

Juvenile Ghild Weifare Time Standards Reports | Statewide Summary Report | Reason Summary | Detailed
Repson Summary |L.og OF,

Case Reason Note
Number
129341  Other ICWA shalter hearing---additional time needed to

notify tribe of shelter hearing for tribal representatives
to be present.

1315668  Other Unknown

134003  Other Court was given notice of removal on Thursday,
7/12/07. The Sheleter was scheduled as first case on
Monday morning.

135694  Other Shelter hearing continued on the basis that the AG
was unsure a petition would be filed. 12/19/06: AG will
nat be filing a petition at this time

137963  Other Mation for Contivance

145636  Other DCFS did not request date until now

152281 Other unabie to locate uncle and ags asked for continuance
157802  Other delinquency

158334  Other new shelter

159825  Other LUnknown as information is being updated.

163786  Other parties concurred with ext of time

179094  Other The mother had been lying ta the DCFS caseworker

regarding employment and services completed,
Mother was not employed {mother forged letter on
company letterhead) and had not complated any

services.

430681  Other DCFS requested this the same time as review

431734  Other AG working with parents

431962  Other Unknown reason as case was onginally filed in
Beaver

432263  Other Parties went to mediation, Minor wanted to be
adopted by foster parents. Both parents voluntarily
relinquished their rights.

432263  Other Parties went to mediation. Minor wanted to be
adopted by her foster parents. Both parents
voluntarily relinquishad their rights.

437714  Other specific shelter hearing date was requested by AG's
office

438665  Other 05/04/07 New shelter hearing

439764 Mher Court was given notice of ramoval on Thursday,

7/12/07. The Sheleter was scheduled as first case on
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443594 Cther
443694  Other
449855  Other
450279  Other
451617 Other
456000  Other
457103  Other
458190  Other
459770 Othar
460513 Other
460780  Other
461379 Other
461380  Other
462703  Other
464622  Other
464622  Other
464622  Other
464622  Other
464623  Other
465264  Other
466866  Other
466868  Other

Page 2 of 10

Monday morning.

Parents failed to appear for hearings, warrants
issued, parties wished to proceed to trial. Resolution
to petition finally reached.

parents no-showed for court, had warrants issued.
Mediations scheduled, parents not willing to admit to
allegatioms in petition.

Unknown. Contact AG's office.

permanency was extended until the hearing date of
1/24/Q7. an avidentiary hearing/terminatiion pre-trial
was roquested as parties could not come to an
agreement regarding permanency goals.

New sheltor removed on 03/01/2007
continuad pretrial befare assigned Judge on 10/18/06
continued pretrial befare assignad Judge

Court was given nofice of removal on Thursday,
7/12/07. The Sheleter was scheduled as first case on
Monday morning.

r dates are missing. Will
update as | have ime. ma

maom had raunification services terminated, then
given back and extended and finally vol relinquished
her parental rights on 5-15-07

The Assistant Attornay General did not file a
termination petition with the court until March 8, 2007

The Assistant Attorney General did not file a petition
to terminate until 03-08-2007

Judge retired; naw judge on line; court catendar
Parents voluntarily Terminated Parental Rights
Parents voluntarily terminated parental rights

Siblina placed in custody from PSS about 5 months
after ; permanency held for him w/sibling

Siblina placed in custody from PSS about 5 months
aftar ; permanency offset and held far him
w/sibling

Parents valuntarily relinquished their parental rights
at a review

. ., were not listed in the original
termination petiton as their reunification goal was
individualized permanency. The parents voluntarily
relinguished rights to these 2 children, along with the
other 4 listed in the termination petition.

parties agreed to date

permanency was extended until the hearing date of
1/24/07. an evidentiary hearing/terminatiion pra-trial
was requasted as parties could not come 10 an
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agreement regarding permanency goals.

466870  Other permanency was extended unlil the hearing date of
1/24/07. an evidentiary hearing/terminatiion pre-trial
was requestaed as parties could not come lo an
agreement regarding permanency goals.

466871 Other permanency was extended until the hearing date of
1/24/07. an evidantiary hearing/terminatiion pre-trial
was requesied aa parties could not come to an
agreement regarding permanency goals.

468478  Other Judge was sick

468479  Other Judge was Sick

468814  Qther Nao reunification for mother. Fermanency hearing for
father.

470077  Other Matter set for evidentiary hearing and this took
several months to finish

470079  Other evidentiary hearing tock too many days to complete

470214  Cther as reunification services were discontinued and then

re-instated gnd then discontinuad and terminated.
parmancy ext for 90 days & hen pet to term.parental
righs was filed. father's pat was established later.

470214  Other shalter ta pretrial on mother was in compliance. This
is the father's portion of the pet to terminate his rights,
only, after his paternity was estabiished!

470215  Other due to reunif. services term, then extended and than
term. and pet to term parent rights filed and tried

470217  Other due to tarmin of reunif. services and then contd
services and then petition o term. parental right filad.

470217  Other hrg moved up at parties request

472223  Other .. were net listed in the original

terrmination petiton as their reunification goal was
individualized permanency. The parents voluntarily
relinquishead rights to these 2 children, along with the
other 4 listed in the termination petition.

4730568  Other The mothar had been in the District Court's drug
program and tested positive and was not doing well.
The mother veluntarily relinquished her rights in court.

474110 Other New Judge
474289  Other DCFS did not request date until now
474676  Other On 9-20-06 an extended permanency hearing date

was requested by defansa. State requested
evidentiary as there was no stipulation in the
permanency plan. Termination petition was filed 12-
18-06 and parmanency/tarmination are being dealt
with

474677  Other On 9-20-06 an extended permanency hearing date
was requested by defense. State roquested
evidentiary as there was no stipulation in the
permanency plan. Termination petition was filed 12-
18-06 and permanency/termination are being dealt
with
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474877  Other Petition denied, mediation set, sel for trial & resolved.
Parties in this petition were nat parents & no services
wera provided to the parties.

474684  Other Permanency was extended as parties were making
substantial progress. Child was placed back into
DCFS custody and at extended permanency haaring,
reunification servicas wera terminated.

474808  Other Thanksgiving Holiday
474808 Othar Thapksgiving Holiday
500861 Other Parents voluntarily relinquished on 1/9/07, after the

permanancy hearing and the child was placed back
with mom on a trial heme placement

500994  Other unknown. contact AG's office.

601212 Other First termination petition submitted on 09/28/2006 by
AAG . AAG s withdrew said
petionticn on 11/08/2006. AAG’ submitted

a second termination petition on 06r24r2007 resulting
in fathers relinquishment on 07/12/2007

501212  Other First tarmination petition submitted on 09/28/2006 by
AAGS AAg A withdrew said
petiontion on 11/08/2000.

501213  Other First termination petition submitted on 09/28/2006 by
AAG CAAGT withdrew said
petiontion an 1 1/08/2006. AAL - i submitted
a second termination petition an 06/28/2007

501213  Other First termination petition submitted on 09/28/2006 by
AAG ™ -AAG~ 1 withdrew said

petiontion on 11/08/2006. AAG | hompson submitted
a second tarmination petition on 06/28/2007 resulting
in fathers relinquishment an 07/12/2007

501917  Other AG working with parents

502083  Othar Hearings are set according to the request of the AG.
Contact tha AG's office to find out why permanency
was not set bafore 8 months. I
the sister is older than 3 and they were using the 1
year permanency date. ME.

502110  Other father not transported for the hearing 56 it needed to
be reset

502164  Other DCFS continued to try to work with family

502344  Other permanency was extended until the hearing date of

1/24/07. an evidentiary hearing/terminatiion pre-trial
was requested as paries could not come to an
agreement regarding permanency goals.

502347  Other permanency was extended until the hearing date of
1/24/07. an evidentiary hearing/terminatiion pre-irial
was requested as parties could not come to an
agreement regarding permanency goals.

502524  Other Vaoluntary Relinguishment
502712  Other Contact AG
502935  Other Judge ratired; new judge appeinted; court calendar
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Juvenile Child Welfare Time Standards Reports Page 5 of 10

503491  Other mother was doing well and then things turned and
she is no longer doing well. State filed a motion to
terminate rights,

503598  Other panies agree to extra time

504039  Other DCFS was working with parents

504561  Other This is when the AG requested that the permanency
hearing be set

504634  Other AG working with parents

505132  Other services extended to mother.

505185  Other Judgs retired; new judge appointed; court calendar

505647  Other different petition

505807  Other mother was doing well and then things turned and

she is no longer doing welt. State filed a motion to
terminate rights.

506098 Other Unknown

50684320  Otber mother was doing well and then things turned and
sha is no longer doing well. State filed a motion o
terminate rights.

506432  Other muother was doing well and then things turned and
she is no longer doing well. State filed a moation to
terminate rights.

506684  Qther permanency was extended until the hearing date of
1/24/07. an evidentiary hearing/terminatiion pre-trial
was requested as parties could not come to an
agreement regarding permanency goals.

506686 - Other permanency was extended until the hearing date of
1/24/07. an avidentiary hearing/terminatiion pre-trial
was requested as partias could not come to an
agreement regarding permanency goals.

506715  Other The parties stipulate to mediation and pretrial for
termination being set for 01/24/2007

508049  Other Mother relapsed. Currently in jail on Robbery charges
and passession. Reunification terminated.

508050  Other Mother relapsed and failed drug court. Currently in
jail on Robbery and possession charges.
Reunification terminated.

508051 Other Mother relapsed and failed drug court. Currently in
jail on robbery and possession charges. Reunification
terminated

508383  Other waiting on Judge's response

h08783  Other Incident 001 was the shelter hearing. Incident 002

was the charge.

508783  Other The pretrial was set within 15 days of the filing of tha
Verified Petition to Terminate Parental rights, which
was not filed by the Assistant Attorney General until
01-10-2007.

508735  Other The Verified Petition to Terminate Parental Rights
was set within 156 days of the filing of the petition
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Juvenile Child Welfare Time Standards Reports Page 6 of 10

which was not filed by the Assistant Attorney General
until 01-10-2007

508788  Other The Veritied Petition to Terminate Parental Hights
was set within 15 days of filing of the petition which
was not filed by the Assistant Attorrney General until

01-10-2007.

509044  Other purported father was not able to be located. After ha
was located, requested genetic testing to determine
paternity.

500386  QOther working on independent living skills; court calendar
and availability of all parties

508801  QOther Reset numercus times; partly by request of defense
counsel.

511717  Other : other dates are not there. | will

update as | have time. ME

511733  Qther no reunification on mother, but there is reunification
on father and that is why it was cantd ta may of 2007

512609  Other Judge retired; new judge appointed

512762  Other Thanksgiving Heliday

512762  Other Thanksgiving Holiday

512778  Other as raquested by paries

512778  Other parties requested a two month review hearing so the

permanency hearing should have been changed to a
review hearing.

512878  Other No actual shelter hearing was held.

512879 Other

513447  Other Date judge set

513447  Other date judge set

513449  Other date judge set

513450  Other date set by judge

513458  Other date set by judge

513532 Other children rat'd 1o custody of the father at the shelter
hearing

513533 Other children ret'd ta father at the sheltar hearing

513900  Other disposition as to mother continued until after
adjudication as to father

514515  Other I'm not sure, it's just taking a long time, father is in
prisan and stalling for time 10 get out.

514845  Other 3/13/2007 judge found substantial compliance and
extended permanency date for 90 days

516079  Other waiting for DNA paternity test results

515868  OCther reunification services terminated on 5-3-07

termination petion filed 6-7-07 ptcontd to 7-12-07

515871 Other reunification services terminated on 5-3-07
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termination pet filed 6-7-07 pt contd to 7-12-07

516872  Other reunification services terminated on 5-3-07
termination petition filed 6-7-07 pt contd to 7-12-07

516440  Other Parties concurred

518959  Other lerminated reunification services on 4-26-07 and set

pt within 45 days.

517543  Other Not shelter hearing, motion for removal. The Motion
for removal hearing was continued, but the kids are to
remain in the horme pending the rext hearing.

517544  Other Not shelter hearing, mation for removal. The hearing
was confinued, but the kids are to remain in the home
pending the next hearing.

517859 Other parties concurred

517860  Other partias concurred

517862  Other parties concurred

517874  Other Lnknown

518830  Other Unknown

519831 Other Unknown

520129  Other

520129  Other Father-fired and hired counsel. Farents did not agreea

with psychological evaluations. Disposition and
reunification were set for Evidentiary trial,

520129  Other Waiting for psychological evaluation to be completed
an the mother. Parents do not agree with
psychological evaluation's resuits. Disposition and
reunification go to evidentiary trial.

520616  Other Court calendar due to judge retiring; new judge on
bench.

520658  Other parties cangurred,

520813  Other Child was located in the State of Ohio and was
retumed to Utah.

520989  Other case was transferred from 4th District to 5th District

520959  Qther case was transferred from 4th District to Sth District
without disposition taking place in 4th District

5209893 Other Both parents are incarcaratad.

520995  Qther Parents incarcerated,

521276  Qther all parties concurred to hearing dates

521282 Other All parties concurred 1o hearing dates

821703 Other This is ohviously not a ‘continued’ pretrial as there

have been multiple hearings since 02/20. The AG
requested a PT in court.

522166 Other Sheiter hearing scheduted by AG's office for
01/08/2007.
522167  Other Shelter hearing scheduled by AG's office for
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522169
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526521

527426
527942

527943

Other

Other

Other

Other
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Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other
Other

Other

Other
Other

Other
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01/08/2007.

Shelter hearing scheduled by AG's office for
01/08/07.

Father's hearing

fathet's portion anly is what was over time fimit. Due
to not finding father and then locating him and he
wanling an atterney appointed..

Parents failed to appear for hearings, warrants
issued, parties wished to proceed to trial, Resolution
to petition finally reached.

parents no-showed for coun, had warrants issuad,
Mediations scheduled, parents not willing to admit to
allegatioms in petition.

Parents faited to appear for hearings, warranis
issued, parties wished to proceed to trial. Resolution
to petition finally reached.

parents no-showed tor court, had warrants issued.
Mediations scheduled, parents not willing to admit to
allegatioms in petition.

Parents failed 1o appear for hearings, warrants
issued, parties wished to proceed to trial. Resolution
to petition finally reachad.

parents no-showed for court, had warrants issued.
Mediations scheduled, parents not willing to admit to
allegatioms in petition.

Parents failed to appear for hearings, warranis
issued, paries wish to proceed to trial

Parents failed to appear for hearings, warrants
issued, parties wishad to proceed to trial. Resclution
to petition finally reached.

No reunification provided for father only

Law no longer requires mattar 10 be set within 15
days.

Law no longer requires matter to be set within 15
days.

Law na longer requires matter to be set within 15
days.

AG requested continuance. Contacl AG.

03/07/07 Children removed from their mother when
she refused to participate in inpatient treatment

parties agreed on the date amended petition filed
412107

ICWA to be contacted with 10 day notice

Rules changed and don't have to ba sat within 15
days

Rules changed and dan't have to be sat within 15
days
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527944  Other Rules changed and don't have to be set within 15
days

527945  Other Rules changed and don’t have to be set within 15
days

528088  Other Private counsel for the mother had a conflict arise

and was unable to further represent the mothar. New
Counsel is being obtained.

528600 Other PSS petitions do not require a hearing within 15
days.

528903  Other PSS petitions not required to be set within 15 days.

529388  Other no resclution made, set for trial with the first available
hearing dates.

529389  Other no resolution made, set for trial with the first available
hearing dates.

529831  Other Matters are still pending with father, .

528632  Other Matters still pending with father, .

528633  Other Matters slill pending with father,

529634  Other ICWA notice had to be completed before proceeding.

530151  Other Portion of the petition is dismissed without pejudice.

530151 Other Uncertain

530341  Other Petition dimissed in part, without prejudice.

530341  Other Uncertain

530671  Other Unknown

6531441  Other As per our District's agreement with the AAG's office,

pss petitions wera to be set within 25 days. Our
District has now changed to 15 days.

531442  Other As per our District's agreement with the AAG's office,
pss petitions werea 10 he set within 25 days. We have
no changed the agreement to 15 days.

531443  Other As per our District's agreement with tha AAG's office,
pss petitions were 10 be set within 25 days. Qur
agreement has changed ta reflect tha 15 day
requirement,

531744  Other mom requests time to find an attorney

532141  Other 09/11/07: iasued warrant

533602  Other PSS doesn't require 15 days

533603  Other PSS doesn't require 15 days

533606  Other PSS doesn't require 15 days

533607  Other PSS doesn't require 15 days

533609  Qther PSS doasn't require 15 days

533934  Other The child was put in shelter by her parents on July

20, 2007. A formal removal was not done.

534350  Other
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946840
971726

980063

Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other

Other
Other

Other
Other

Other
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Setvice not completed until August 16, 2007,
Service not completed until August 16, 2007,

Service not completed until August 16, 2007.

Judge + unavailable 8/16/07 through 8/21/07
Judge unavailable 8/16/07 through 8/21/07
Judge unavailable 8/16/07 through 8/21/07

Sae above note.

Youth was arrested with father and taken into
Detention oh 6/28/07. Delingquent charges on youth

pending. A Motion for Expedited Placemeant was filed.

New shelter on 12/29/06

The Assistant Attorney General has naver filed for
termination, however, the mother filed in court on 03-
01-2007 and the father filed in court on 04-05-2007 a
Petition for Vaoluntary Relinquishment.

The Assistant Attorney General never filed a
termination peition, however, the mather filed in court
on 03-01-2007 and the father filed in court on 04-05-
2007 a Petition for Voluntary Relinquishment.

Awaiting evaluation from minor's therapist. With the
holiday's mixed in and the therapist being in and out
of the office, it took longar than 30 days.

Please submil questions or comments about this site to: info@email.uicounts.gey
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TO: Child Welfarc Oversight Pancl members

.
FROM: Talic V. Lund /’%\
Division Chief &hild Protection Division
Office of the Utah Attomey General

DATE: September 28, 2007

RE: Child Protection Division, Case Time Limits Report

INTRODUCTION

Attached, please find the 2007 Case Time Limit Report compiled by the Utah Attorney
General’s Office, Child Protection Division. The Report contains information on child
protection cases opened from October 1, 2006 through Scptember 28, 2007. 1t is divided into
two sections: (1) “Case Tracking Report,” which provides time frame information on child
protection cases from October 1, 2005 through September 29, 2006; and (2) “Case Tracking
Exception Report,” which identifies the number of cases in which a statutory time limit was
missed, the percentage of cases which were oulside of the time limit and the reasons for the
missed time frame. A detailed list of the cases which did not comply with the time frames 1s also

attached to the Exception Report.

The following is a brief summary of the Report and the case outcomes. We are anxious to
respond to the Committee’s questions and comments and look forward to reviewing these

materials with the Committee, upon your request.

BACKGROUND

In 2001, the Legislature amended Utah Code Ann. § 62A-42-207, requiring an annual report to
the Legislative Oversight Pancl. Specifically, sub-section 207(4)(c) was added, stating:

[B]efore October 1, 2002 and before October 1 of cach year therealter
receive reports from the division, the attorney general, and the judicial
branch identifying the cases not in compliance with the time limits
established in Section 78-3a-308, regarding pretrial and adjudication
hearings, Section 78-3a-311, regarding dispositional hearings and
reunification services, and Section 78-3a-312, regarding permanency
hearings and petitions for tormination, and the reasons for noncompliance.

Although this annual reporting requirement does not specifically include the time frame for

shelter hearings, we have included the shelter hearing data. The timeliness of shelter hearings is
a key indicator in evaluating overall systemic performance.
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SUMMARY OF CASE TIME LIMIT COMPLIANCE

REMOVAL TO SHELTER HEARING

Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-306 requircs that a shelter hearing be held within 72 hours following
the removal of a child from the child’s home. The 72 hiours does not include weekends and
holidays. During this reporting period, 1,488 shelter hearings were held. Ninety-one per cent
(90.9%) of these hearings were held within 72 hours of removal. Within one week of the
deadline, ninety-nine percent (99.4%) of the shelter hearings had been held. The principal
reason for non-compliance was the court’s calendar.

PRETRIAL HEARING

The pretrial deadline is established in Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-308. Specifically, the pretrial
hearing must be held within 15 calendar days from the date of the shelter hearing. One extension
of the pretrial is permitted, upon a showing of good cause.

During the period of the report, 1,429 pretrial hearings were held. Nearly eighty-five percent
(84.4%) of the pretrial hearings were held within 15 calendar days of the shelter hearing. Within
one week of the deadline, ninety-two percent (92.4%) of the preinal hearings had been held.

The reason cited most frequently for delay beyond the 15 day period was the court’s calendar.

ADJUDICATION HEARING (TRIAL)

The adjudication hearing deadline is found in Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-308. The final
adjudication hearing must be held no later than 60 calendar days from the date of the shelter
hearing or the filing of a petition.

Of the 1,445 adjudication hearings which were held during the rcporting period, ninety-two
percent (92.5%) of the hearings were timety. Within one wecek of the deadline, ninety-seven
percent (94.9%) of the adjudication hearings had been held. A frequently cited reason for non-
compliance was the court’s calendar.

DISPOSITIONAL HEARING

Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-310 provides that a dispositional hearing must be held 30 days from the
date of the adjudication hearing. During the reporting period, 1,450 dispositional hearings were
held. Eighty-five percent (84.6%) of these hearings occurred within 30 days of the adjudication
hearing. Within one week of the deadline, ninety-two percent (92.4%) of the disposition
hearings had been held. The court’s calendar was a frequently cited rcason for non-compliance
with the statutory time Hmit.

PERMANENCY HEARING

The time limits for permanency hearings are contained in Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-312.
Specifically, when reunification services are ordered by the court with respect to a child who 1s
older than 36 months, a permanency hearing must be held no later than 12 months after the
original removal of the child. For a child who ts 36 months or younger at the time of removal,
the permanency hearing must be held eight months after the original removal.

2
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During the period of the Report, 1,202 permancncy hearings were held. Eighty-five percent
(85.1%%) of these hearings were timely. Within one weck of the deadline, nearly eighty-nine
percent (88.9%) of the permanency hearings had been held. The primary reason stated to

explain the delay was the court’s calendar.

PETITIONS FOR TERMINATION OF PARENTAL RIGHTS AND PRETRIAL

The time lines for petitions to terminate parental rights and the subsequent pretrial arc containcd
in Utah Code Ann. § 78-3a-312. If the final plan at the permancncy hearing 1s to proceed toward
termination of parental rights, the petition shall be filed and a pretrial held within 45 calendar

days of the permanency hearing.

In 351 cascs, the court ordered no further reunification services at the permanency hearing, thus
requiing that a petition to terminate parental rights be filed within 45 days. In seventy-six
percent (74.1%) of these cases, the termination pretrial timely held. Within one weck of the
deadline, nearly seventy-nine percent (78.9%) of the pretrials had been held.

COMPARISON WITH 2005-96

2005-2006 2006-2007
Total Hearings Compliance % Total Hearings Compliance %

Removal to Shelter
Hcaring (72 Hours) 1585 90.2% 1488 90.9%

Shelter Hearing to
Pre-trial Heanng
(15 Days) 1504 89.2% 1429 84.4%

Shelier Hearing to
Adjudication Hearing
(60 Days) 1420 95.5% 1445 92.5%

Adjudication Hearing
to Disposition Hearing
(30 Days} 1420 85.6% 1450 84.6%

Removal to Permanency
Hearing (8 to 12 months) 1097 87.2% 1202 B5.1%

Permanency Hearing to
Termination Petition
Filed (45 Days) 303 81.5% 351 74.1%
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Although not required to do so, the Child Protection Division of the Attorney General’s Office
began tracking Protective Supcrvision Services (“PSS”) case loads in 2003. In general, PSS
cascs involve matters where the Division provides court ordered services while the children
remain in the home. Most of the procedural requirements (filing of a Veritied Petition, right to
counsel, pretrials, trials and review hearings) are the same for the PSS and the in-custody cases.
Between October 1, 2006 and September 27, 2007, the Child Protection Division filed 1,419 PSS
Petitions. Of those petitions, ninety five percent (95.6%) were adjudicated within sixty days.

CONCLUSIONS

The time limits established in Sections 78-3a-308, 311, and 312 arc important benchmarks
against which to measure the success of the child welfare system in Utah. The time frames are
designed to ensure that children do not languish in foster care and that farmlies receive timely
services. This is the fifth year that the Attorney Gencral’s Office, Child Protection Division, has
had to evaluale its systemic performance against these measures. Overall, the high level of
compliance was maintained in 2007. We will continue to usc the data to help improve our

practice.
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Caye Nume

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Shelter Hearing
From: 1000172008 T, 09/28/2007

DOB Court Case Billing Days out of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance compiiunce
AM. 11/17/2006 520346 2504.5031+ 1.0 holiday
5.5. 0811412007 25045876+ 2.0
N.S. 10/01/2008 2504 6414+ 1.0 Court Calendar
E.G. 05/12/1992 25046538+ 1.0 Court Calendar
T.G. 09/26/2006 2504.8612 1.0 Court Calendar
Jv 07/05/2006 265047081 1.0 Court Calendar
M.W. 111212005 2504.7261 8.0 Court Calendar
5.8 DG/01/2006 2504.7407 1.0 Courl Calendar
C.5. 05/05/1998 25047407 1.0 Court Calendar
F.8. 04/28/2000 2504.7407 1.0 Court Calendar
M.L. 03/09/2003 2504.7528 1.0 Other:Holiday
M. M. TH17/2008 522121 2515.0045+ 0 Court Calendar - Holiday
R.T. 12/23/1997 1208341 2523 0874++ 21.0 continuad for evidentiary shalter
A.C, 01/16/1991 938756 25241475+ 20 Court Calendar
T.8. 01/07M1990 528698 2524.2874 8.0 AAG filed motion te continue
H.R. 12/09/2004 517741 2534 2797 1.0 Court Calendar
AR. 01/13/2004 517733 2534.2797 1.0 Court Calendar
S.E. 06/29/2004 516353 2534.2835 14.0 Court Calendar
AC 08/04/2006 523921 2534.2835 14.0

Friduy, Septembher 28, 2007

Pape I of 30

Page 144 of 206



Non - Compliance Detail Report

From:

Shelter Hearing,

10/01/2006  Fs 09/28/2007

Case Name poB Conrt Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance complinnce
D.H. 10/Q1/1993 2544 1080++ 4.9 Court Calendar
C.H. Q5/06/1952 2544 1080++ 40 Court Calendar
D.M. 01/05/2004 2544 1080++ 4.0 Caurt Calendar
K. M. 01/05/2005 2544, 1060++ 4.0 Court Calendar
C.M. 06/04/2000 2544 1080++ 4.0 Court Calendar
M.H. 01/31/1998 2544 1080++ 4.0 Court Calendar
5.6, 07/30/1991 985680 2544 1285+++ 3.0 Counsel Unavailable
M., 04/12/1983 167451 2544 1492+ 5.0 Coun Calendar
H.M. 02/14/2000 167452 2544, 1492+ 5.0 Court Calendar
M.M. 08/20/1990 187450 2544, 1492+ 50 Court Calendar
J.C. 02/14/2007 2544 1718+ 340 Counsel Unavailable, 7/26/07
3.5, 12/22/1893 983320 2544 2068++ 4.0 Court Calendar
K.H. D8/26/1997 466706 2544 3066+ 1.0 Court Calendar
DH. 09/12/1999 466707 2544 3066+ 1.0 Court Calendar
M.H. 10/17/2002 486708 2544 3066+ 1.0 Court Calendar
M.A. 08/24/2005 470194 2544.4019+ 7.0 Counsei Unavailable
E.C. 12/18/1690 448285 2544 4087+ 14.0 Other:
J.F, 07/20/2003 5043868 2544 4113+ 1.0 Court Calendar
K.F. Q7/28/2004 504868 2544 4113+ 1.0 Court Calendar
AF. Q5/15/2007 2544 4113+ 1.0 Court Calendar
AG. D8/02/1996 5H0B641 2544 4189+ 1.0 Cour Calendar, 11/6/06
.S, 04/02/2006 517664 2544 4205 1.0 Cther;Holiday

Fridoy, Seprenther 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Shelter Hearing

From: 10012006 T, 09/28/2007

Case Namve DOB Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reasoen for non-
Number  Numnber Compliance complinnce

J.D. 01/13/1994 578289 2544 4305 4.0 Counsel Unavailable

R.D. 09/10/2004 578318 2544.4305 40 Counsel Unavailable

C.D. 02/07/2003 578316 2544.4305 4.0 Counsel Unavailable

L.D. D1/04/1995 578313 2544.4305 4.0 Counsel Unavailable

M.D. 07/26/1998 578315 2544 4305 4.0 Counsel Unavailable

AL 0%9/06/2006 520203 2544 4308 7.0 Court Calandar

JW. 06/18/1554 2544.4311 1.0 Court Calendar

E.A. 11/Q8/2008 519549 2544 4321+ 7.0 Mation to Continue: Filed By opposing
counsel

JR. 07/20/2001 518544 2544 4327+ 7.0 Maotion to Centinue: Filed By oppasing
counsel

T.A. 05/16/2003 518547 2544 4321+ 7.0 Motion to Gantinue: Filed By opposing
counsel

5K 06/22/2005 2544 4330 30 Motion to Continue: Filad By AAG

D.B. 03/18/2003 520325 2544.4334 4.0 Court Calendar

J.R. 04/27/2004 520327 2544 4334 4.0 Court Calendar

J.B. 05/20/2006 520328 2544 4334 40 Court Calendar

D.B. 03A18/2003 520325 2544 4334+ 4.0 Cour Calendar

JR. Q4/27/2004 520327 2544 .4334+ 4.0 Court Calendar

J.B. 05/20/2008 520328 2544 4334+ 4.0 Court Calendar

D.N. 05/03/2007  05/03/2007 2544 4348 1.0 Court Calendar

T.P. 02/05/1291 524110 2544 4389 1.6 Count Calendar

TR 03/02/1994 524108 2544 4389 1.0 Court Calendar

A.C. 07/18/1991 2544 4422 7.0 Court Calendar, 4/30/07

Friduy, Seprember 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

From:

Shelter Hearing

10/01/2006 Ty 0972872007

Cuse Name DOB Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for iion-
Number  Number Compliance compliance
B.B. 01/08/1982 2544 4424 4.0 Court Calendar
LS. 07/14/1989 25444454 1.0 Mation to Continue: Filed By
D.F. 08/01/1893 531438 2544 4488 3.0 Judge ardered child in DOFS custody under
delinquency then required a custody petition.
Dw. 12/29/2003 25444490 6.0 Court Calendar
L.5. 04/16/2006 25444490 8.0 Court Calendar
S.F. 12/14/2003 535184 2544 4524 4.0 Motion to Continue: Filed By
E.M. 01/03/1996 881317 2544.4524 4.0 Motion to Continue: Filed By
C.F. 0&/02/2006 535185 2544.4524 40 Motion to Continue: Filed By
J.G. 01/61/1893 881315 2544.4524 4.0 Metion to Continue: Filed By
J.G. 06/15/1992 437714 25540595+ 1.0 Maother Couldn®t Attend on 5/11/07
5.0. 03/21/2003 518476 25540848 1.0 Court Calendar
i.0. 04/21/2004 518478 2534.084% 1.0 Court Catendar
D.D. 06/12/2005 518481 2554.0849 1.0 Court Calendar
M.C. 07/21/2000 527340 2554 .0875 1.0 Court Calendar; AAG's Availability
I.C. Q7/27/2002 527342 2554.0875 1.0 Court Calendar; AAG's Availability
E.C. 03/23/2007 527343 2554.0875 1.0 Cour Calendar; AAG's Availability
AR. 03an2mg9z 171372 2564.0630 1.0 Court Calendar
E.H. 1072002004 518218 2564.0633 1.0 Court Calendar
C.P. 11/05/1993 5148986 2564.0634 2.0 Court Calendar
AY. 10411671991 176435 2574.0355++ 20 Court Calendar

Friduy, September 28, 2607
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Cruse Name

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Shelter Hearing
From: 10/01/2006 Tor n&/28/2007

DOR Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance compliance
B.D. 11/21/20056 518947 26574 0521 10 Court Calendar
c.n, 03/22/2002 518945 2574.0521 1.6 Court Calendar
D.D. 12/29/1993 445387 2574.0530 11.0 Court Calendar
B.N. 08/27/1880 525935 2574.0542 4.0 Court Calendar
L.C. 12/13/2006 527673 2574.0547 40 Court Calendar
AC. 04/07/2004 605647 2574.0547 4.0 Caurt Calendar
G.J 01/17/1990 528088 2574 0548 8.0 Court Calendar
H.5. 02/19/1998 150825 2584.0456+ 6.0 Motion to Continue: Filed By AG
F.G. 10/17/1994 4618711 2564.0765+ 1.0 Other: Holiday
AG 0B/08/1953 461812 2584.0765+ 1.0 Other: Haliday
D.G. 05/31/1938 461810 2584 0765+ 1.0 Othet: Holiday
P.K. 10/24/2002 2584.0975 1.0 Court Calendar
J.H. . 1201712004 2584.0975 1.0 Court Calendar
R M, 03/06/2006 2564.0978 1.0 Motion to Continue; Filed By
M.M. 06/27/1991 427934 2584.0988 4.0
R.S. 11/19/2004 520162 2584 0987 3.0 Court Calendar
M.5. 06/10/2002 2584 .0987 30 Court Calendar
M.5. 02/01/1993 503196 2584.0987 3.0 Court Calendar
oL 0&/03/2003 520813 2584 0988 6.0 Court Calendar
T8, 02/04/2000 522002 2584.0885 20.0
K5 05/19/1997 522001 2584.0995 20.0

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Shelter Hearing
From: 100012008 Tp. 09/28/2007

Case Name DOB Conrt Case  Billing Days out of Reason for nom-
Nunther  Number Compliance compliunce
B.S. 05/25/1385 503542 25B4.0995 200
H.H. 05/08/2003 522038 2584.0996 2.0 Court Calendar
0B 02/26/1994 5272084 2584.0999 1.0 Other: Holiday
3.B, 01/02/1993 165795 2584.0999 1.0 Cther: Holiday
JV 05/18/1997 522166 2584 1000 3.0 Mation to Continue; Filed By
V. 03/13/2001 522167 25841000 30 Motion to Conlinue: Filed By
C.V. 12/10/1998 522169 2584.1000 30 Motion to Centinue: Filed By
5F. 04/07/2000 527241 258410389 4.9 Court Calendar
AF. 03/25/2001 527240 2584.1039 4.0 Court Calendar
K.M. 04/2711992 527355 2584,1039 4.0 Court Calendar
M.E. 09/16/2004 527243 2584.1039 4.0 Court Calendar
ccC 0872472005 527400 2584.1040 1.0 Counsel Unavaiiable
AG. 04/09/2007 2584.1041 20 Motion to Continue: Filed By
C.H 04/26/1984 528599 2584,1042 1.0 Cour Calendar
H.H. 10/16/1989 2584.1042 1.0 Court Calendar
K.P 08/15/1993 2584 .1050 1.0 Court Calendar
E.B. 11/07/2005 530299 2584.1051 20 Court Catendar
MR 07/21/1894 531988 2584 1084 2.0 Counsel Unavatlable
MG 01/02/199% 178625 25841074 30 Court Calendar
AH 05/24/2005 534102 25841077 20 Cour Calendar
SH 04/06/1999 443575 25841077 20 Court Calendar

Friduy, Septenther 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

From:

Shelter Hearing

10/01/2006  Ty: 09/28/2007

Cuase Nume DOR Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance complinnce
S.H, 06/24/1994 442573 2584.1077 20 Court Calendar
JoH. 01/18/2004 534530 2584.1081 3.0 Counsel Unavailable
C.W, 10/16/2001 535303 2584, 1085 50 Caourt Calendar
C.B. 09/28/1997 536028 2584.1087 1.0 Court Calendar
C.B. 09/26/1997 536031 2584 1087 1.0 Court Calendar
K.S. 03/07/2007 535897 2584.1084 1.0 Court Calendar
s.0. 0713111994 2584.1096 1.0 Court Calendar
D.0. 09/20/1993 2584.1096 1.0 Court Calendar
S.C 12/18/1985 523573 2584.1099 1.0 Court Calendar
T.M. 70/19/1993 152587 2584.1101 1.0 Court Calendar
L.D. 01/11/1992 2594.0758 1.0 Court Calendar

Fridhey, September 28, 2007
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Cuse Namg

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Pre-Trial Hearing
Frone: 10/01/2006 Tn: 09/28/2007

DOB Conrt Case Billing Days out of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance complinnce
S.M. 1041371994 25042453 1.0 Court Calendar
AB. 08/26/1996 2504,2453 1.0 Court Calendar
AB. 08/07/1993 2504,2453 1.0 Court Calendar
D.G. 08/14/1995 2504 2823 20 Court Calendar
TW. 02/26/1892 2504 4589+ 6.0 Court Calendar
B.w. 02/09/1990 2504.4580+ 8.0 Court Calendar
JN 05/16/1887 2504 4580+ 8.0 Court Calendar
AH. 11/14/2Q005 2804, 5123 +++ 4.0 Court Calendar
T.H. 10/22/2004 2504 5123+ ++ 4.0 Court Calendar
DH. 1171472005 2504,5123+++ 4.0 Court Calendar
B.M. Q6/M17/2007 2504,5240+ 10 Court Calendar
AL 02/14/2007 2504 6053+ 18.0 Fratrial for PD
AE. 0810812002 2504 6065 18.G could not locate father
AL, 10/Q7/2006 2504 6674+ 3.0
H.WW . 06/25/2000 2504 6674+ 3o
T.E. 05/13/2003 2504 6674+ 3.0
H.E. 10/14/2005 2504 6674+ 3.0
D.B. 06/16/2008 250468926 1.0 Court Calendar
B.F. 08/04/2003 25048926 1.0 Court Calendar
KW 02/18/2002 2504 6928 1.0 Cournt Calandar
H.M. 10/31/2004 2504.7110 6.0 unable tc Servellocate
J.M. 06/17/2003 2504.7110 6.0 Unable to Locate/serve
BS5. 10/31/2000 2504.7110 &0 unable to Serve/locate

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Cuase Nume

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Pre-Trial Hearing
From,: 10012006 Ty 09282007

DOB Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance complicnce
M.W. 07/22/1998 2504.7115 1.0 Court Calendar
5.0 04/10/11991 2504.7115 1.0 Court Calendar
DO 02/08/1993 2504.7115 10 Court Calendar
M.R. 01/27/1892 2504.7116 1.0
E.N. 09/15/2006 2504.7117 1.0 Court Calendar
M.G. 09/25/2004 2504.7180 33.0
0.G. 11/04/1891 2504.7191 33.0
S W, 10/29/2003 2504.7193 1.0 Court Calendar
KW, 11/25/2001 2504.7183 1.0 Court Calendar
Al 05/09/2005 25047194 1.0 Court Calendar
M.S. 05/1972003 2604.7197 1.0 Court Czlendar
C.5. 08/24/2004 2504.7218+ 22.0 continuance
3.5. 11/04/18998 2504.7219+ 220 cohtinuance
5.D. 09/09/2008 25047233 10.0 Other: Court Calender/Cont. PT
K.5. 11/30/2006 25047234 12.0 Court Calendar
K.Z 01/27/1991 2504 7257 13.0
K.B. 11/17/2001 2504.7266 50 Court Calendar
C.K. 03/13/2001 25047280 5.0 evidentiary hearing scheduled
MK. 05/24/1997 2504.7280 50 evidentiary hearing scheduled

Fridiy, September 28, 2007
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Crse Name

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Prc-Trial Hearing

From:

10/01/2006  Tps 09/28/2007

DOB Court Case  Billing

Days vut of

Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance compliance

LS. 08/01/2006 25047281 1.0

D.5. 08/21/2003 2504 7281 1.0

L.C. Q2/25/2007 2504.7315 3Q Court Calendar
H.C. 07/20/2005 2504.7315 3.0 Court Calendar
D.C 04/28/2001 2504.7315 3.0 Coust Calendar
M.L. 05/20/2004 2504,7351 10 Court Calendar
M.L. 05/20/2004 2504.7351 1.0 Court Calendar
AV. 11/30/2005 2504.7382 10 Coutt Calendar
B.Z. 03/30/2007 2504.7352 1.0 Court Calendar
H.M. 10/21/159% 2504 7352 10 Court Calendar
JV 07/30/1993 2504.7352 1.0 Caurt Calendar

D E. 02/28/2003 Z504. 736G 34.0

G.M. 02/117/2007 2504.7369 34,0

E.R. 12/25/2004 2504 7374 8.0

CR. 04/24/2008 2504.7374 8.0

I.P. 05/15/1998 2504.7470 g0 Court Calendar
K.P. 01/15/2063 2504.7470 §.0 Court Calendar
SP 05/23/2001 25047470 6.0 Court Calendar
K.T. 07/08/2007 2504.7475 6.0 Court Calendar
T.5. 02/11/2002 2504.7475 6.0 Court Calendar
KW, 08/15/2003 25047489 7.0 case was transferred to another judge
KW, 05/13/2004 2504,748%9 7.0 case was transferred to another judge
AV, 04/22/2004 461330 25140678+ 20 Court Calendar

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Case Name

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Pre-Trial Hearing
From: 100012008 Tp: 08/28/2007

DOE Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance compliance
G.S 01/26/1897 508553 2514.0746 B.O Count Calendar
M.B. 12/12/2002 519839 2514.0747 8.0 Court Calendar
S5B. 05/16/2000 519840 2514.0747 8.0 Court Calendar
K.K. 02/09/2006 527426 2515.0080 1.0 tribal membership researched for shelter
evidence
J.E. 0B/18/19G7 938030 2523.0478 6.0 allow time far mediation / cont. shelters
AR, 03/15/2005 2524 2004+ 20.0 defense counsel - motion te ¢antinua
JW. 03/03/1999 470010 2524, 2525++ 5.0 Coun Calendar
AR 05/2Q/2005 507422 2524 .2871++ 13.0 ICWA Representatives to Attend
AR, 10/058/2002 507715 2524 267 1++ 13.0 ICWA Representatives to Attend
DL 05/01/1889 2524 2784 13.0 Court Calendar
D.L. 12/22/2001 ' 2524.2784 13.0 Court Calendar
D.L. 05/01/1999 2524.2784 130 Court Calendar
L. 01/18/1995 513791 2524,2784 13.0 Court Calendar
oL, 10/28/1980 2524 2784 13.0 Court Calendar
T.0. 04/17/2008 2524.2800 80 allow time for mediation
AR, 04/009/2008 2524 2811 6.0 mother asked for counsel
J.G. 05/17/1683 525480 2524 2834 5.0 Court Calendar
J.M. 05/09/1983 519354 2534.2805 8.0 (ther: to allow time for mediation
K.M. 05/09/1983 5193586 2534 2805 8.0 Cther; to allow time for mediation
LS. 03/31/2005 525924 2534 2860 8.0 Other: to allow time for mediation

Friduy, Septermber 28, 2007
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Cuse Name

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Pre-Trial Hearing

DOEB Conrt Case  Billing Days out of  Reuson for non-

Number  Number Compliance compliance
LS. 12/08/2006 523822 2534.2860 60 Other: to allow time for mediation
J.J. 07/22/1992 168451 2544 1422+ 16.0 Court Calendar
D.G. D2/12/1999 166454 2544 1422+ 16.0 Court Calendar
5B. 06/24/1994 166453 2544 1422+ 16.0 Court Calendar
J.G. 08/20/2001 166456 2544, 1422+ 16.0 Caurt Calandar
AL 02/18/1923 426302 2544 1668+ 40.0 Cour Calendar
AN 0Z2/18/1992 8685B42 2544 1717+ 15.0 Court Calendar
J.N, 06/24/2000 958487 2544 1717+ 15.6 Court Calendar
S.N. 04/20/1985 869022 2544 1717+ 15.0 Court Calendar
SN 12/16/1980 848116 2544 1717+ 15.0 Court Calendar
ZN. 10/14/1988 968477 2544 1717+ 15.0 Court Calendar
J.C, 02/14/2007 2544 1718+ 8.0 Cournt Calendar
JR. 10/29/2006 2544 1738+ 6.0 Unable to Transpart from Jail
CV. Q7/15/1996 2544 1850+ 20.0 Court Calendar
M.V, 11/15/2000 2544 1890+ 20.0 Count Czlendar
AV. Q71142002 2544 1890+ 20.0 Court Calendar
M. 10/08/2001 451170 2544 197 1+ 6.0 Count Calendar, 5/15/07
.M. 02/10/2005 460646 2544 1871+ 6.0 Count Calendar, 5/15/07
ZM. 1241311989 451169 2544 1871+ 6.0 Court Calendar, 5/15/07
JM, 04/03/1996 451147 2544 1871+ 6.0 Coun Calendar, 5/16/07
AM. 10/28/1997 451164 2544 1871+ 6.0 Count Calendar, 5/15/07
M. 12/28/1998 4511686 2544 1971+ 6.0 Court Calendar, 5/15/07
J.M. 01/07/2007 451171 2544 1971+ 6.0 Court Calendar, 5/15/07

Friduy, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Keport

From:

Pre-Trial Hearing

10/01/2006  Tp: 09/28/2007

Cuse Nume Fris) ) Court Case  Billing Dayvs ot of  Reason for non-
Number  Nuinber Compliance compliance

5.5 12/22/1983 883320 2544 2068++ 41.0 Court Calendar
G.W, 08/01/1993 460141 2544 2092+ 27.0 Court Calendar; mather's pt 01/12/2007
DW. 11/07/1986 480143 2544,2092+ 27.0 Court Calendar; mother's pt 01/12/2007
K.S. 03/07/2007 526536 2544 3034+ 80 Court Calendar

B.S. 02/20/2005 464634 2544 3046+ 40 Court Calendar

B.H. 0B/15/2002 464633 2544 3046+ 4.0 Court Calendar

JA 12/20/2006 524097 2544.4010 5.0 Court Calendar

T.Z 05/13/1996 470736 25444047 8.0 Court Calendar

C.Z 02/27/1998 472939 2544 4047 3.0 Court Calendar

JJ. 11/28/1994 513271 2544 4211 41.0 Other:

R 12/22/1995 513273 2544 4211 41.0 Other:

T.J. 01/02/1999 513274 2544 4211 41.0 Other:

B.J 12/28/2000 513275 2544 4211 41.0 Qther:

L.M. 04/13/2005 513334 2544 4239 20 Court Calendar

5M 05/23/2005 516637 2544 4275 37.0 12/01/06

O.F. 01/13/2006 " 25444283 18.0 Other:.Children returned. voluntary services
BF. 02/17/2005 2544 4283 18.0 Other:Children returned. voluntary services
AD. 04/24/2003 516774 2544 4284 2.0 Court Calendar

AC. 00/12/2003 51681 2544 4280+ 10.0 Count Calendar

AC 08/10/2000 517133 2544 4289+ 10.0 Court Calendar

AC, 02/24/2002 517134 2544 APB9+ 10.0 Court Calendar

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

From:

Pre-Trial Hearing

10/01/2006  Fq- 09/28/2007

Cuse Name DOB  Court Case Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance
A.C. 04/12/1998 517132 2544 4289+ 10.0 Court Calendar
M.5. 04/02/2006 317664 25444295 5.0 Court Calendar
R.D 09/10/2004 578318 25444305 13.0 Court Calendar
c.D. 02/07/2003 578316 2844, 4305 13.0 Court Calendar
M.0. 07/25/1996 578315 2544 4305 13.0 Court Calendar
L.D. 01/04/1995 578313 2544 4305 13.0 Court Calendar
J.B. 01/13/1994 578289 2544 4305 13.0 Court Calendar
P.5. 11/13/1882 518820 25444307+ 26.0 Court Calendar
E.S. 08/23/1996 434349 2544, 4307+ 26.0 Count Calendar
R.S. (08/25/1999 518823 2544 4307+ 26.0 Court Calendar
E.S. 08/23/1086 434349 2544.4307++ 2860 Other. Mother in substance abuse
R.S. 08/25/1989 518823 2544 .4307++ 26,0 Other: Mother in substance abuse
P.g, 11/13/18%2 518820 2544,4307++ 268.0 Other: Mother in substance abuse
C.B. 02/24/2004 2544.4309 4.0 Court Caiendar
JW. 09/18/1994 2544 4311 5.0 Court Calendar
E.A. 11/08/2006 519548 2544 4321 8.0 Court Calendar
T.A. Q5/15/2003 510547 2544 4321 8.0 Court Calendar
JR. Q712002001 519544 2544 4321 80 Court Calendar
JR 07/20/2001 518544 2544 4321+ 7.0 Court Calendar
TA. 05/15/2003 518547 2544 4321+ 7.0 Count Calendar
E.A. 11/08/2006 519549 2544 4321+ 70 Court Calendar
J.G. 05/22/2000 520144 2544.4325 2.0 Court Calendar
H.H. 05/17/1938 520143 2544 4375 2.0 Court Calendar

Friduap, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Pre-Trial Iearing

From: 100012006 Tgq; 09/28/2007

Case Ngme DGR Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance

AR 06/17/1996 520142 2544 4325 20 Court Calendar
C.H. 01/05/1985 520141 25444325 20 Court Calendar
D.B. 03/18/2003 520325 2544 4334 a.0 Court Calendar
JB. 05/20/2006 520328 2544 4334 6.0 Court Calendar
JR. 04/27/2004 520327 2544.4334 6.0 Court Calendar
M.G. 11/02/2001 520119 2544 ,4336 12.0 Court Calendar
J.G. N&/29/1997 /20118 2544 4336 12.0 Court Calendar
Gl 08/14/1884 520113 2h44 4336 12.0 Court Calendar
DN, 05/03/2007  05/03/2007 2544 4348 3.0

S.A 06/15/1991 2544 4380 2.0 Other:Holiday, Judge unavailable; 2/5/07
K.O. 08/12/2006 521471 2544 4361+ 8.0 Court Cajendar
J.M, 11/22/2008 523161 2544 4376 6.0 Court Calendar
EW. 12/18/2008 2544 4381 1.0 Cour Calendar
T.P. 03/02/1994 524108 2544 .438% &0 3115107, 4119/G7
T.P. 02/05/1981 524110 2544 4389 &0 3M5/07, 4119/07
JA, 1211572001 2544 4400 1.0 Court Calendar

lLA. 11/06/2000 2544 4400 1.0 Court Calendar
K.G. 11/09/1988 2544 4416 12.0 Court Calendar
T.M. Q7/17/2003 2544 4423 40 Court Calendar
Ca. 11/28/1854 2544 4437 12.0 Court Calendar

Friduy, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

From:

Pre-Trial Hearing
N9r28/2007

10/01/2006  Tps

Cuse Name DOR Court Case  Billing Days guf of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance complivnce
AH. 11/22/2002 528729 2544 4445 2.0 Court Calendar
E.H. 08/05/1994 528719 2544 4445 2.0 Court Calendar
.M. 05/08/1996 528724 2544 4445 2.0 Court Calendar
TH. 06/01/1997 5H28726 2544 4445 2.0 Court Calendar
M.H. 11/06/1998 528728 2544 4445 2.0 Court Calendar
E.G. 02/23/1996 2544 4461 16.0 Court Calendar
AS. 03/29/1998 2544 4481 16.0 Court Calendar
AS. Q72711989 2544 4481 16.0 Cour Calendar
E.L. 071121991 2544 4461 18.0 Court Calendar
TV Q6/04/2006 2544 4465 15.0 Court Calendar
K.H. 12/17/2004 2544 4468 13.0 Court Calendar
K.H. Q41572006 2544 4468 13.0 Gourt Calendar
AP 05/14/2007 531779 2544 4474 22.0 Count Calendar
C.P D&/11/2005 2544 4432 12.0 Court Calendar
E.P. 11/29/2006 2544.4402 19.0 Court Calendar
K.F. 0371712004 2844 4487 18.0 Court Calendar
RA. 02/05189z 526067 2544, 4496 2.0 Court Calendar
C.R. 04/25/1994 2544 4520 31.0 Cour Calendar
C.F. 06/02/2006 535185 2544 4524 15.0 Court Calendar
J.G. 01/01/119983 981315 2544 4524 15.0 Court Calendar
E.M. 01/0311998 981317 2544 4524 15.0 Court Calendar
S.F. 12/14/2003 535184 2544 4524 15.0 Court Calendar
L.J. 03/12/2002 535628 2544 4531 1.0 Court Calendar

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Crse Name

Non ~ Compliance Detail Report

Pre-Trial Hearing
From: 10012008 . 09/28/2007

DOB Court Case  Billing Days vut of Reason for non-

Number  Number Complinnce compliunce
G.P. 12/29/2004 535630 2544.4531 1.0 Court Calendar
T.J. 07/20/2007 535631 2544 4531 1.0 Court Calendar
M. 09/29/20056 532596 2554 0889 13.0 Notice to Pascua Yaqui Tribe
D.C. 06/09/2002 2554 0907 1.0 Court Calendar
N.C. 05/20/2004 2554.0907 1.0 Court Calendar
D.V. 09/24/1690 515618 2564.0672 a.0 Court Calendar
ALY, 1011671991 176438 2574.0355++ 24.0 Court Calendar
N.C. 11/10/1988 515916 2574.0516 81.0 Other; ex parle erder to cloge then
withdrawn
S.A. 10/15/1991 469343 2574.0526 13.0 Court Calendar
D.R. 01/30/1992  469E78 2574.0551 55.0 Cour Calendar
H.S. 02/18/1998 159825 2584 0456+ 50 Court Calendar
KW, 09/17/2002 518830 2584.0980 50
E.B, 11/07/20058 530299 2584.1051 30 Court Calendar
D.B. 10/07/1983 507882 2584.1092 40 Court Calendar
5.6G. 04/24/2001 535492 2584.1092 4.0 Court Calendar
J.B. 03/10/2004 528021 2594.0781 13.0 Court Calendar

Friday, Neptember 28, 2007

Total Cases: 100
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Adjudication Hearing

Cuse Nae DOEB Court Cuse  Billing Days nut of Reason for non-
Number  Numtber Compliance complinnece

M.F. 03/04/2006 25043167 80 cannct focate parents

L.5. 03/14/1982 25044007 75.0 no resolution could be made regarding the
petition at the first T, 3 PT held

AT 08/13/2008 2504 5355+ 45.0 parents could not be located at Pre-Trial, so
it was conitnued several times

s 08/25/2006 2504.5747 3.0 P/T was held over a couple of times and put
the dates for the adjudication our of
compliance

R.S. 07/17/2008 2504 6035+ 44.0

QT 07/03/2006 2504 6035+ 44.0

AS 04/20/2008 2504 6102+ 30 Count Calendar

P.L 12/17/2006 2504.6629 7.0

R.A. 05/28/2006 2504.7042 2.G Maom VRd

D.R. 07/28/2005 2504 7074 1.0 Court Calendar

T.C. 06/24/2006 2504 7078 12.0 pft was centinuved

J.N. 1041341990 2504,7195+ 30.0 Court Galendar

AT 09/11/1991 447136 2504.7196 250 Date cut of compliance due to the P/T
matters being set over 4 times

AS. 04/12/1993 447150 2504.7196 250 Date out of compliance due to the P/T
matters being set over 4 times

DV 111372008 2504,7198 2.0 Court Calendar

AH. 08/22/2006 2504.7200 22.0 Court Calendar

L.5. 03/07/2004 2504 72711 30

Friduy, September 28, 2007
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Cuse Numye

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Adjudication Hearing

Dag Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance compliance

T.8. 12/25/2002 2504721 3.0

H.5. 12/09/2006 2504 7211 30

R.E. 04/09/2006 2504.7215 13.0

.M. 08/03/2000 2504.7218 330 Motion to Continue: Filed By Defense

D.N. D8/03/2000 2504.7216 330 Motion to Continue: Filed By Defense

J4.P. 11/04/2004 2504.7228 3.0 Other: This case was originally started in
Ca. Cour dates where delayed due to
waiting for info frorm Ca, CPS

K.Z. 0172711991 25047257 41.0 GContinuance

5.G. Q4/03/2000 2504.7284 14.0

G.M. 02/1772007 25047369 29.0

D.E. Q2/28/2003 25047369 20.0

R.E 04/09/2007 2504.7435 15.0 mether was not transpered from jail

i8 11/14/1997 2504.7458 11.0 mather would nat admit to the petition

DM, 01/11/2002 2504.7480 16.0 mother could not be transported

JE. 08/18/1997 939030 2523.0476 5.0 continued pretrials

JW Q3/03/1999 470010 2524 2525++ 44.0 expert unavailable

R.C. 12/10/1992 511846 2624 2685 45,0 stipulation by parties

5.C 10/10/1995 511843 2524 2685 45.0 stipulation by parties

S.C 0712711998 511845 2524.2685 45.0 stipulation by parties

Jd 03/05/2007 2524.5500 10

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report
Adijudication Hearing

From:

10/01/2008 Ty

09/28/2007

Cuse Nume DOB Court Case  Billing Days our of  Reason for non-
Numher  Nwmber Caompliance compliance
J.D. 01/01/2001 2524.5500 1.0
AM. 03/16/2000 438757 25342330+ 53.0
B.P. 02/08/2004 438748 25342330+ 53.0
D.S. 03/24/1992 473513 25342627 11.0 Court Calendar
J.5. 06/07/1993 473514 2534.2627 11.0 Court Calendar
N.P. OBMAS5/2000 473518 2534, 2627 11.0 Court Calendar
V.S 09/18/2002 473518 2534 2627 11.0 Court Calendar
AL, 12/30/2004 473517 2534.2627 11.0 Court Calendar
0.3 01/20/2006 509661 2534 2627 1.0 Court Calendar
T.F. 01/02/1996 520762 2534 2811 50.0 Other. 2nd removal
£ N. 07/18/2006 441856 2534.2847 31.0 Court Calendar
O.P. 08/05/1990 441996 2534 2855 88.0
Y.R. 01/25/1997 531720 2534 2898 1.0 Other: Mediation
TP D9/16/1994 255844 2544 0884+ 5.0 Court Calendar
R.A. 07/20/1994 148829 2544 1237+ 4.0 Unable to Transpert from Jail
B.H. 02/12/1932 148825 2544,1237+ 4.0 Unabie to Transpert from Jail
C.H 03/08/1993 148827 25441237+ 40 Unable to Transpert from Jail
AL Q2/18/1993 426302 25441668+ 45.0 State's Mation to continue
RD 03/04/1999 2544 1716+ 31.0 Court Calendar
C.C 1/02/2001 2544 1716+ 31.0 Court Calendar
W.S 04/21/2005 463031 2544.3034+ 3.0 Court Calendar

Friduy, Sepiember 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Adijudication Hearing
From: 10012008 Tq: 09/28/2007

Cuse Nume DOB Conrt Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliunce
M.K. 06/22/2006 2544 4078 380 conflict counsel needed
A, 01/13/2004 500832 2544 4078 38.0 conflict counsel needed
CE&. 07/19/2006 5144861 2544 .4259 20 Court Calendar
p.S. 06/05/2006 515726 2544 .4273 20 Court Calendar
S.M. 05/23/2005 516637 2544 4275 41.0 Court Calendar
B.F. 02/17/2006 2544 4283 320 Other:Children returned, voluntary services
D.F. M/13/2006 2544 4283 32.0 Other:Children returned, voluntary services
P.B. (89/25/2006 520009 2544 4201+ 450
T.A. 05/15/2003 519547 2544.4321 5.0 Courn Calendar
K.S. 11/08/1990 2544 4375 70.0 Other:Need o publish on parents
AC. 07/15/1991 2544 4422 5.0 Court Calendar
ZW. 01/19/2007 528090 2544,4433 3.0 Court Catendar
DB 02/15/2002 2544 4455 6.0 ma was no show- incarcerated out of state
CEB 03/28/2001 2544 4455 6.0 ma was no show- incarcerated out of state
HG. 07/08/1997 457103 2554 0745++ 4.0 Waiting for Motion for Summary Judgment
to be sighed.
M.G. 09/01/1990 455000 2554.0745++ 4.0 Waiting for Motion for Summary Judgment
te be signed.
J.OL 05/16/1997 151996 25584.0840 16.0 Court Calendar
LR 1043172003 513724 25540840 16.0 Count Calendar
J.C. Qz/20/1993 516398 25540843 150 Court Calendar

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Adjudication Hearing
Frop: 10012006 Tp: 09/28/2007

Cuase Nime bhoBs Coure Case  Billing Days ot of Reason for non-
Numther  Number Compliance compliunce

D.W. 02/28/1997 516399 2554 0843 15.0 Court Calendar

JW 08/06/1998 516400 2654.0843 15.0 Court Calendar

J.5 Q5/0B/2001 518884 2554.0851 a0 Court Calendar

S.L 09/26/2006 526111 2554.0872 5.0 Cournt Calendar

S.P. 06/28/2005 526109 2554.0872 5.0 Court Calendar

EC. 03/23/2007 527343 2554.0875 50 Court Waiting for GAL's Signature on
Stipulation

1C. 07/27/2002 527342 25540675 50 Court Waiting for GAL's Signature on
Stipulation

M.C. 07/21/2000 527340 2554 0875 5.0 Gourt Waiting for GAL's Signature on
Stipulation

N.C. 11/10/19388 515016 2574.0516 46.0 same as above

D.R. 01/30/1992 468875 2574.0551 10.0 Court Calendar

SH. 10/08/1998 2584.0766++ 109.0 Other: Numerous motions by both counsel;
Conflicts w/inding counsel far mom; TPR
filed 8/9/07; case combined, This was
parizal adjudication.

AR Q7/23/2008 513625 2584.0951 6.0 Other;Partial adjudication on 8/15/06

KW, Qa/M17/2002 518830 2554.0980 34.0

B.H. 05/07/1893 523951 2584 1018 53.0 Other.con't from 3/12/2007 & 5/1/2007

B.H. 09/04/185%4 525394 2584.1018 §3.0 Othericon't from 3/12/2007 & 5/1/2007

A 10/01/1888 134719 2594 0342 2.0 Stip, entared af mediation by all parties

G.M. 0B/15/2004 473865 2594,0705+ 10.0 Cournt Calendar

LL. 07/2111099 473867 25594.0705+ 10.0 Court Calendar

Friday, Septenther 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Adjudication Hearing
Froms: 100012008 Tp: 09/28/2007

Case Name DB Court Case  Billing Duys outof  Reason for nen-
Number  Number Conmpliance complinnce
J.B. (3/10/2004 525021 2594.0781 6.0 Stipulation of parties

Friduy, September 28, 2007

Total Cases: 65
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Hearing
Frop: 10012006 Ty 09/28/2007

Case Name boOB Cowrt Case  Billing Days out of Reason for non-
Numher  Number Compliance compliance

C.K. 01/28/1993 2504 0165 330 Court Calendar

M.C. 05/13/1991 2504 .0208 1.0 Court Calendar

D.C. 11/14/1988 2504.0208 1.0 Caurt Calendar

S M, 10/13/1984 2504 2453 5.0 Court Calendar

AB. 08/07/1993 2504 2453 50 Court Calendar

AB. 08/26/1996 2504.2453 5.0 Court Calendar

JA. Q7/12/2006 2504.3288 810 Cther motions were fited
D.D. 07/04/1993 132419 2504 3737+ 5.0 Court Calendar

J.H. 04/03/2005 2504.3832+ 12.0

L.5. (03/14/1992 2504.4007 4.0 Court Calendar

T.C. 05/02/1996 2504 4830++ 17.0

T.G. Q7/28/2004 2504 .4930++ 17.0

KC 02/12/1996 2504.5193+ 14.0 Pre-Trial was continued
SH 02/20/2005 2504 5268+ 5.0 Court Calendar

AT 08/13/2008 2504,5355+ 3.0 Court Calendar

N.C. 10125/2006 2504 8573+ 50 Court Catendar

TK. 0R1Q7/2007 2504.5877+ 5.0 Court Calendar

M.G. 07/01/2006 2504.5985 2.0 Court Calendar

RS 07/17/2005 2504 6035+ 33.0

QrT, 07/03/2008 2504.6035+ 33.0

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Case Name

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Iearing
Frop: 100120068 To: 089/28/2007

DOR Court Case Billing Days out of  Reason for non-

Nuniber  Number Compliance compliunce

G.V. 12/2212003 2504.6087+ 120 Court Calendar

AS. 04/20/2005 25048102+ 1.0 Courn Calandar

P.F. 03/22/2006 2504 6485+ 6.0

BF. 08/04/2003 2504.6926 15.0 cauld nat [acate mothar
DB, 06/16/2006 25046926 15.0 could not locate mother
KW 02/18/2002 2504 6926 15.0 could not locate mother
E.C. 03/30/2005 2504 FG36+ 21.0

E.C. 0&/28/2006 2504 6936+ 21.0

T.5. 05/13/2006 2504 698Y 12.0 Court Calendar

D.D. 10/25/2004 2504 .6599 120

M. AL 09/12/2001 2504 6699 120

L.DO. 09/01/2002 2504.6989 12.0

J.G. 03/16/1993 2504.7005 21.0 Court Calendar

N.T. 08/17/198% 2504.7035 8.0 Court Calendar

R.H, 07/28/2006 2504.7047 19.0

V.R. 04/03/2004 2504.7047 19.0

B.D. 04/08/1992 2504.7050 330

ZA. 12/28/2004 2504.7052 33.0

K.C. 06/22/2002 2504,7052 33.0

N A, 12/09/200% 2504 7052 33.0

Frichey, Sepierther 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Hearing
From: 100012008 Ty 00/28/2007

Case Nume DoE Court Case  Bifling Davs out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance
AD. 01/11/2005 2504 7066 12.0 maother's adjudication was heldover until
after mediation
B.R. 07/05/2008 2504.7072 50 Court Calendar
MM, 11/01/2001 2504.7072 50 Court Calendar
8.3. 08/28/1991 26047077 26.0
T.C. 06/24/2008 25047078 3.0 Court Calendar
JV. Q71052006 26047081 70 holidays
G.C. 10/04/2003 2504 7098 1.0 Court Calendar
8.C. 07/31/2001 2504.7098 1.0 Court Calendar
J.M. 06/17/2003 25047110 5.0
AM. 09/17/2005 2504.7111 30 Unable to Serve
C.M. 09/06/2006 2504.7136 a0
B.M, 03/08/2000 2504.7136 a0
W.C 11/20/1990 2504 7142 12.0
SwW. 06/10/1989 2504.71562 590
B.G. 10/05/2006 2804.7183 23.0
MY, 06/15/2004 2504, 7168 50 Court Calendar
ET. 0D4/021994 2504,7184 a0 Court Calendar
C.M. 07/18/1998 2604 7184 50 Court Calendar
D.G. 11/04/1961 2604,7191 24.0

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Hearing
Froni: 10/01/2006 To: O9/28/2007

Cuse Name DORB Court Case  Billing Duys out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Coampliance compliance

KW, 11/25/2001 2504.7193 20 Court Calendar
5.W. 10/28/2003 2504,7193 2.0 Court Calendar
SN 10/13/1820 25804.7184 45,0 Court Calendar
D.B. 12/20/2003 25047213 8.0 Court Calendar
R.B 04/08/2006 25047215 200

.M, 1211272004 2504.7218 18.0

AM, 1211212004 2504.7218 19.0

S8 11/04/1999 25047219+ 19.0 Court Calendar
C.8. 0B/24/2004 2504 7218+ 19.0 Court Calendar
S P 06/11/2000 2504.7226 21.0 Court Calendar
K.C. 01/29/2004 25047226 21.0 Court Calendar
K.C. 01/29/2004 2504 7226 21.0 Ceourt Calendar
MR. 09/18/2002 2504.7232 50 Court Calendar
M.R. 11/28/2004 2504 7232 50 Court Calendar
.5, 11/30/2006 25047234 12.0 Court Calendar
L.M. 11/20/2006 2504,7239 50 Court Calendar
K.B. 114772001 2504 7266 2.0 Court Calendar
K.R 06/25/2006 2504.7257 1.0 Court Calendar
J.R. 08/06/2002 2504 7267 1.0 Court Calendar
J.R. 12/25/2003 2504,7267 1.0 Court Calendar
HH. 10/10/1689 2504.72689 268.0 Court Calendar

Fricuyp, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Hearing
Frops: 100120068 T D/28/2007

Cuse Name DOB Court Case  Eilling Pays out af  Reason for non-
Numher  Number Compliance compliance
T.W. 10/21/1980 2504.7282 10.0
TW. 10/01/2001 25047282 10.0
B.V. 02/20/1982 2504.7282 10.0
H.D. 06/30/2000 2504.7282 10.0
R.N. 10/10/2006 2504 7282 10.0
5.G. 04/03/2000 2504.7284 6.0 Court Calendar
5.K. 03/16/2008 2504.7286 40.0 continuanges
J.K. 01/092005 2504.7286 40.0 continuancas
IL. Q7/23/2001 2504.7288 12.0
K.Y. 1211772008 2504.7290 45.0 Court Calendar
AR. 10/27/1595 2504.7290 450
B.M. 08/24/1993 2504.7310 50 Other: Conflict Counsel assigned
T.M. 06/04/1984 2504.7310 5.0 Other: Conflict counsel assigned
B.N. 06/26/1980 2504.7310 3.0 other: Conflict counsel assigned
B.M. 09/12/1992 2504.7310 5.0 Other: conflict counsel assigned
B.M. 08/01/1981 25047310 50
H.C. 07/20/2006 25047315 50 Court Calendar
DC. 04/28/2001 25047315 50 Court Calendar
L.C. 02/25/2007 25047315 50 Court Calendar
P.H. 08/16/2005 25047341 54.0 Counsel or Party Failed to Appear
GM. 11/28/2006 2504.7358 11.0 father could not be located
N.C. 05/21/2008 25047371 59.0 mother getting into treatment

Fricay, September 28, 2007
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Cuse Name

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Hearing
From: 1000172008  Tp. 097282007

DOB Conrt Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance compliance
AG. 09/20/2004 2504.7373 270 Court Calendar
5G. 08/08/2000 2504, 7373 27.0 Court Calendar
J.E, 06/30/1993 2504 7377 12,0
R.E. 02/16/1995 2504 7377 12.0
ZE. 08/19/2000 26047377 12.0
J.E. 08/20/2004 2504.7377 12.0
G.D. 11/06/1931 2504 .7380 50 Court Calendar
N.D. 08/437/1990 2504 7380 50 Court Calendar
AL 10/10/2005 2504 . 7383 13.0
M.V, 11/13/2005 2504.7419 5.0 Court Calendar
R.B D410/2005 2504.7422 50 Unable to Locate
S5.N. 04/14/2005 2504.7432 1.0 Motion to Continue: Filed By
K.N. 01/09/2000 2504 7432 1.0 Court Celendar
AN. O110/1986 2504.7432 1.0 Court Calendar
V.. 08/13/2007 2504.7443 1.0 Court Calendar
DR 12/23/2001 25047443 1.0 Court Calendar
AR, 08/08/2003 2504 7443 10 Court Calendar
M.F. (8/05/2008 2504.7444 12.0
J.A, 03/13/2007 2504,7447 5.0 Court Calendar
K.A. 03/20/2006 2504,7447 50 Court Caiendar
5.F. 12/03/2004 26047448 12.0

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Cuse Name

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Hearing
From: 10012008 Ty, 08/28/2007

DOR Counrt Case  Billing Days onr of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance compliance

T.R. 06/09/1995 2504 7450 12.0 Court Calendar

J.R. 12/04/2000 2604.7450 12.0 Court Calendar

AR, 06/17/2002 2504,7450 12.0 Court Calendar

AT. 11/01/1993 2504 7459 26.0 Court Calendar

L.C. 120142006 2504 7481 12.0

J.C. 01/06/2004 2504 7482 50 Court Calendar

J.G. 02/13/1594 2604 7483 13.0 assessment on James not completed for
B/23MEG hearing

KW, 03/25/2005 25047486 5.0 Cour Calendar

SN 08/25/2003 2504 7493 50 Unable to Locate

D.N. 0642512005 2504.7483 5.0 Unable to Locate

E.G. 07i30/20056 2804 .7495 11.0 Court Calendar

EG 07/18/2006 2604 7495 1.0 Court Calendar

AR. 06/18/2007 2504.7505 5.0 Court Calendar

J.B. 08/04/2000 2504, 7507 1.0 Court Calendar

C.F. 10/08/1989 2504.7508 1.0 Court Calendar

B.A. 01/08/1990 2504.7511 5.0

4.0 07/13/1998 980063 2524 1100+++ 330 Court Calendar

JW, 03/03/1999 470010 25242525+ 143.0 Defense counsel - continuances

SW. 0B/24/2001 470011 2524, 25256+ 143.0 Defense counsel - continuances

D.wW. 03/05/2Q03 470012 2524 2525+ 143.0 Cefense counsel - continuances

Friduy, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Flearing
From: 1701/2006 To: 09/28/2007

Cuse Name DOB Court Case  Billing Dayy out of Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliunce

s.C. 07/27/1998 511945 2524 2685 8.0 stipulation by parties
R.C. 12/10/1992 511946 2524 72685 5.0 stipulation by parties
g.c. 10/10/1985 511943 2524 2685 50 stipulation by parties
XM 01/04/2007 533615 25342918 12.0

s5.B. 06/24/1994 186453 2544 1422+ 4,0 Court Caiendar

Jd, 07/22/1992 166451 2544 1422+ 4.0 Court Calendar

G, 02/12/1999 166454 2544, 1422+ 4.0 Court Calendar

J.G. 06/20/2001 166456 25441422+ 4.0 Court Calendar

K.C. 01/07/2002 518392 2544,1538+ 1.0 Court Calendar

J.C. 12/02/2005 518393 2644 1538+ 1.0 Court Calendar

55 10/16/1993 173228 2544 1570++ 4.0 Court Calendar

Al 02/18/1993 426302 2544 1668+ 3.0 Court Calendar
C.H. 03/24/2001 4568685 2544 2055+ 1.0 Court Calendar

SH. 04/30/2002 456684 2544 2058+ 10 Court Calendar

J.H. 0R/25/2005 458789 2544 2065+ 1.0 Court Calendar
W.S. 04/21/2005 463031 2544 3034+ 3.0 Court Calendar

RL 07/14/2005 468479 2h44 3085 4.0 Court Calendar

LA, 11/08/2001 468477 2544.3085 4.0 Court Calendar

E.L 08/21/2003 468478 25443085 4.0 Court Calendar

M.A. 08/24/2005 470194 2544 4019+ 1.0 Court Calendar

J.B. 09/17/2003 472162 2544 4039 12,0 Court Calendar

Friduy, Septesmber 28, 2007 Page 31 of 50
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Disposition Hearing
10/01/2008  Tp: 09/28/2007

From:

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Cuse Name bOB Court Case  Billing Days owt of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Complinnce compliance

JB, CB/05/2005 472164 2h44 4034 12.0 Court Calendar
S.M. 08/09/2005 503105 2544 4126+ 5.0 Court Calendar
J.N. 03/26/15968 467484 2544.4232 19.0 Court Calendar
AV, 12/18/1996 518798 2544 4270 50 Court Calendar
GV, 03/02/1998 518800 2544 4270 5.0 Count Calendar
LM 11/24/1992 511784 2544.4272 15.0 Court Calendar
M.C. 0O/06/2006 516454 2544.4277 1.0

Jw. 09/18/1994 25444311+ 12.0 Court Calendar
DB 04/16/1895 2544.4311+ 12.0 Court Calendar
MN.B. 05/28/2005 2544 4311+ 12.0 Court Calendar
EA. 11/08/20068 519549 2544.4321 50 Court Calendar
J.R. 07/20/2001 5198544 2544 4321 5.0 Count Calendar
G.R. Q6/25/2005 £20005 2544 4329 5.0 Court Catendar
SK 06/22/2005 2544,4330 1.0 Court Calendar
JH, 111151889 520018 25h44 4335 1.0 Court Calendar
J.H. 05/18/2004 620019 2544 4335 1.0 Court Calendar
JH. 05/01/1997 520018 2544 4335 1.0 Court Calendar
JH. 10/14/1994 520012 2544 4335 1.0 Court Calendar
K.O. 08/12/2006 521471 25444361+ 10.0 Court Calendar
AA. 09/27/2005 522839 2544.4374 18.0 Court Calendar

Friduy, September 25, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Hearing

From: 0G/28/2007

10/01/2006  ¥'p-

Cuase Name DOB Conrt Case  Billing BDays out of Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance

K. 11/08/1980 2544 4375 4.0 Other: Had to publish op parents
.M. 02/11/1999 2544 4384 40

M.L. QB/06/1097 524577 2544 4394 9.0 Court Calendar
B.R. 10/21/1989 2544.4407 16.0 Count Calendar
C.B. 03/28/2001 2544 4455 4.0 Court Calendar
D.B. 02115/2002 2544 4455 4.0 Court Calendar
T.V. 06/04/2008 2544 44865 3.0 Court Calendar
JB. 05/16/20068 531338 2544 4471 5.0 Court Calendar
D.C. 01/02/1997 532877 2544 4485 12.0 Court Calendar
LL. 03/26/2007 532874 2544 4485 2.0 Court Calendar
TC 11/25/1998 532876 2544 4485 12.0 Court Calendar
C.H. 11/05/2002 532875 2544 4485 12.0 Court Calendar
Dw. 1212972003 25444490 11.0 Court Calendar
LS. 04/16£2006 2644.4490 11.Q Court Calendar
M.H. 10/16/1983 438517 2564.0598+ 5.0

KW, DE/0B/1088 438518 2564 0558+ 5.0

ANV DB/0K/Z001 438519 Z564.0598+ 50

MWV 05M10/2003 438520 7564 0598+ 5.0

KA. 02/24/2004 508122 2564.0605+ 7.0 Court Calendar
AR. 031211892 171372 2564, 0630 30 Coun Calendar
HA. 04/22/18584 519923 2564 0636 50 Court Calendar

Friduy, September 28, 2007
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Non -

Compliance Detail Report

Disposition Hearing
From: 10/01/2008 Ty: 09/28/2007

Case Name DOB Court Caye  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Complinrce complivnce
D.B. 06/22/1889 446132 2564.0645 60 Court Calendar
JF. 09/22/2003 518127 2574.0520 11.0 case transferred to 5th
SR 0BM7/1998 516124 2574.0520 11.0 case transferred to Gth
B.F. 03/22/2000 516125 2574.0520 11.0 case transferred o 6th
WL 07/22/20086 2584 0608+ 60,0 Court Calendar
N.R, 10/03/1988 2584.0809+ 20 Court Calendar
B.S. 05/25/1985 503542 2684.0995 12.0
K.S. 05/12/1927 522001 2584.0995 12.0
T.5. 02/0472000 522002 2584.0995 12.0
0B, 02/26/1994 522094 25840999 3.0
5B 01/02/1983 165795 2584.0999 30 Court Calendar
CK. 06/21/2000 25841019 15.0 Court Calendar
L.M. 07/04/2006 25841018 15.0 Court Calendar
K.C. 01/13/1981 2584.1019 15.0 Cour Calendar
AC, 08/13/1989 525149 2584 1019 15.0 Court Calendar
LS. 05/156/1956 2584.1019 15.0 Courl Calendar

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Non -

Compliance Detail Report

Permanency Hearing
From: 10/01/2008  Tp» 09/28/2007

Case Narme DOoB Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance
J.K. 03/26/1995 885637 2603.0211 1.0
SM. 11/25/1991 2504, 1598 2070 This was a previous McCully case, Judge
Oddone scheduled Perm. Upan receiving
the case.
S 02/10/1994 2604.1638 17.0
J.M 10/01/1997 2504.1638 17.0
M.M. 02/03/2004 2504.2360 57.0 extended reunification services
M.T. 02/26/2006 2504,2360 7.0 extended reunification services
J.A. 06/14/1994 978505 2504.3214 727.0
JA. 0711272006 2504,3288 23.0
AC. 01/02/2C01 2504.4748+ 2.0
AS 06/13/2001 2504 5355+ 193.0 reunification services extended
C.5. 07/30/189% 2504 5355+ 193.0 reunification services extended
B85, 0612211698 2504 5355+ 193.0 reunification services extended
B.C. 1016/2004 2504.5548+ 20 Court Calendar
8.J 04/09/2008 2504 5833+ 180 Court Calendar
E.K. 03/21/2005 2504 5833+ 18.0 Court Calendar
S.P. 11/07/1991 2504 5866+ 12.0 Court Calendar
TEK. 01/06/19895 2504 5866+ 12.0 Court Calendar
MK, Q5/07/1993 2504 5866+ 12.0 Court Calandar
ZK. 08/02/2001 2504 5886+ 12.0 Court Calendar
N H. 07/18/1990 2504 6648 70.0 child on the run

Fridtay, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Permanency Hearing
From: 107012006 T¢r 08/28/2007

Cuse Name PORB Court Cuse  Billing Days out of Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance
M.L 01/28/1988 2504 6667 16.0
M. 12/25/1988 2504.6678 11.0
TN 09/08/1991 2504.6689 20 Court Calendar
AL 04/22/1889 2504.6704 200 Perm hearing was late due o delinguency
izsues
JK. 04/09/20086 2504 6716 16.0
DV 05/27/2000 25046768 23.0 father could not be transparted
E.V. 07/03/2002 2504.676%9 23.0 father couid not be transpored
L.Z. 01/07/2005 2504.6775+ 32.0
L.Z. 01/07/2005 2604 6775+ 32.0
K., 12/04/2001 2504 6800 22.0 Court Calendar
B.N. 06/12/1998 2504.6800 22,0 Court Calendar
T.N, 10/18/2004 2504.8800 220 Court Calendar
K.E. 11/30/1888 2504.6810 22.0
5.P. 05/11/198% 25046811 5.0
G.5. 06/22/1990 2504 6234 113.0 reunification services extended to parents
B.H. 03/18/2003 2504.6839 450
M.H 08/10/2004 2504 6839 450
M.P. 01/15/1989 2504.6852 34.0
AR. 08/01/2004 2504.6581 18.0 Court schedule

Friday, September 28, 20007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Permanency Hearing
Frome 100120068 Ta: 09/28/2007

Case Name DOEB Court Case  Billing Days outof  Reason for non-
Number — Number Compliance complionce

E.B. 09/13/1992 2504.6896 230 Court Calendar

PW, 10/12/2006 2504.6901 88.0 TPR review

AA. 10/27/1989 2504.6913 71.0

AV, 08/05/2003 2504.6918 45.0 No perm hrg, children adopted. Adoption
continued 24

B8.K. 12/22/1998 2504 6918 45.0 No perm. children adepted, Adoption
continued 2X

K.G. 01724/18%2 2504 6933 143.0 delinquency matters

5.5, 06/07/2003 2504.65947 1.0 holiday

1.8 Q7/08/2001 2504.6047 1.0 holiday

L.V 05/02/2006 2504 6947 1.0 holiday

M.N, 02/18/2006 2504.6948 8.0 Mation to Continue: Filed By AG

AM. 05/0%/1397 2504.6954 350 Other: scheduling transports

5.G. 09/26/2001 2504,6958 118.0

AD. 08/25/2000 25046861 $0.0 Court Calendar

L.D. 02/06/1982 2504 6974 4.0 Cour Calendar

R.8, 10/07/1992 2504 6987 10.0

5.5, 02/28/1885 2504.6987 10.0

HR. 07/28/2006 2504 7008 &87.0 reunification services had been extended for
MO

KT 08/09/2006 28047031 5.0 Court Calendar

R.T. 02/17/2005 2504 7031 7.0 Court Calendar

Friduy, September 28, 2007
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Crse Nume

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Permanency Hearing
Reason for non-

DOR Conrt Case  Billing Days out of

Number  Number Compliance compliunce

NA. 12/09/2005 2504.7052 54.0

K.C. 06/22/2002 2504.7052 540 Court Calendar
Z.A 12/28/2004 2504.7052 840

D.v. 01152003 2504.7060 13.0 Court Calendar
D.H 11/28/2005 2504.7094 1100 Court Calsndar
D.D. 02/09/2006 2504.7097 7.0 Court Calendar
D.D. 0772112004 2504.7097 7.0 Court Calendar
W.E. 06/09/2006 2504.7133 83.0 reunification services were extended
D.E. 02/20/2005 2504.7133 83.0 reunification services were extended
BM (03/08/2000 2504.7136 106.0

CM 08/06/2006 2504.7136 106.0

B.G. 10I06/2008 2504.7153 97.0

AL 05/09/2005 2504 7194 24.0 Court Calendar
F.R. 11/23/2005 25047198 41.0 Court Calendar
AH. 08/22/2006 2504.7200 8.0 Court Calendar
C.M. 0B/0S/2004 2504,7217 6.0 Court Czlendar

S H. 03/14/2006 2504,7217 8.0 Court Catendar
K.G. 01/29/2004 2504.7226 1.0 Court Calendar
S.P. 06/11/2000 2504.7226 1.0 Court Calendar
K.C. 01/29/2004 25047228 1.0 Court Calendar

Friday, Seprember 28, 2007

Page 181 of 206

Page 38 of 50



Coase Name

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Permanency Iearing
From: 10001/2008  Tp: 09/28/2007

DOB Court Case  Billing Duays out of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance compliance

AR, 08/02/198% 2504.748% 123.0 child on the run

J.J. 07/21/1981 2513.0065 2250 Other: Truancy issues

L.P. 03/07/2004 513575 2514,0739 1.0 Ceourt Calendar

E.N, 02/15/1997 516405 2514.0741 50 Court Calendar

B.F. 12/15/2006 321473 2515.0031 240 Change of Counsel

J.F. 10/14/20086 518203 2523.0439+ 16.0 Defense counsel - motion to continue

C.L. 07/07/1690 08B82045 2523.0768 1.0 Count Calendar

CH 03/03/1502 1768164 25241879+ 182.0 individualized permangncy

J.M. 06/11/2001 179081 2524.1943+ 231.0 case was transferred to SLC then
transferred back to Weber

M3B. 01/04/2003 179092 2624.1943+ 231.0 case was transferred to SLC then
transferred back to Weber

R.H. 1201371990 179387 25241965+ 47.0 parents relinquished

M.5. 12/30/1990 432263 2524.2207+ 141.0

R.M. 04/11/2006 519420 2524.2477+ 4.0 trial to terminate parental nghts

C.J 02/16/2006 505656 2524 2493+ 163.0 adoption

LM, 09/01/2006 517714 2524 2570 31.0 Defense counsel - motion to continue

E.B. 07/28/2001 501094 2524 2588 1.0

AB. 08/30/15988 501003 2524 2568 1.0

D.B. 01/22/2004 503172 2524.2608 10.0 Court Calendar

Friday, Seprenther 28, 20007
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Non -

Compliance Detail Report

Permanency Hearing
Fran: 10/01/2006 for Da/28/2007

Cuse Numne DhoB Conrt Cave  Billing Days eut of Reason for non-
Number  Number Complianee compliance
HH. 08/06/2007 504863 25242623 §9.0 second removal
F.H 08/08/2001 504862 2524 2623 89.0 2nd removal
B.G. 0OB/04/1888 240980 2524.2837 1.0 Ceurt Calendar
B.G. 08/04/1985 440979 2524.2837 1.0 Court Calandar
R.C. 12/10/1992 511946 2524 2685 81.0 stipulation by parties
sC. 1071011985 511943 2R24 2685 81.0 stipulation by paries
5.C. 07/27/1088 511845 2524 2685 81.0 stipulation by parties
M.C. 06/24/2005 512811 2524.2692 2.0 Court Calendar
B.L. 10/05/2006 517743 2524 2704 380
K.5. 11419/2006 25242042 21.0 transferred and hearing not et
5.5. 03/06/1989 979235 2534.0985+++ 328.0
J.N. 03/26/1994 BO7963 2534 2383+ 750 Courl Calendar
EG 10/09/2002 513014 25342735 88.0
S.G. 05/07/1999 513015 2534.2755 55.0
B.G. 05/28/2004 2534.2758 17.0
0.8. 03/02/1990 151635 2544.1290+ 20.0 Other:
D.J. 08/01/1990 1518867 2544 1422+ 1,484.0
LC. 05/31/1986 448581 2544 1930 18.0 Courl Calendar
A.C. 07/24/1992 448530 2544 1930 19.0 Court Calendar
AH. 07/02/1289 154613 2544.2010 451.0 Court Calendar- and atty transfer of case

Friday, Septenther 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Permanency Hearing
10/01/2006  Tps 092812007

From:

Citse Name DoB Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reavon for non-
Numiber  Number Compliance complignce

M.C. 03/10/2005 461399 23544.2042 106.0 Other: 7
J.R. 03/17/1991 453243 25443005 234.0 3/14/06, 09/26/2006, 10/24/06
A.D. 10/22/2005 473001 25444051 7.0 Court Calendar
LT 09/01/1998 472128 2544.4051 7.0 Court Calendar
L.D. 10/13/2003 473129 25444051 7.0 Court Catendar
N.D, 07/08/2002 473128 2344,4051 7.0 Court Calendar
C.H 11/30/1994 2544 4057 17.0 Court Calendar
1.0, 07/15/2005 502965 2544.4119 65.0 12104408, 1/24/07,
SM. 08/08/2005 503105 2544 4126+ 4.0 Court Calendar
P.M. 087141990 505185 2544 4150 40 Court Calendar
T 09/24/1991 470195 2544.4154 830 Court Calendar
I.B. 12/09/2001 507833 2544.4170 16.0 Court Calendar
B.8. 12/06/2000 507836 25444170 16.0 Court Calendar
D.G. 06/31/1988 996250 2544 4178 6.0 Court Calendar
bj. 03/31/1989 787459 2544.4188 7.0 Court Calendar
SM, 010111890 509385 2544.4198 52.0 Court Calendar
K.F, 08/16/2002 5140648 2544,4266 15.0 Court Calendar
K.F, 08/20/2003 514949 2544 4266 15.0 Court Calendar
5.C. 06/07/1991 154592 2554 0350++ 27.0 Court Calendar
AB. 1/29/1868 171852 2554 0641+ 6.0 Ceurt Calendar

Friduy, September 28, 2007

Page 184 of 206

Page 41 of 340



Non - Compliance Detail Report
Permanency Hearing

From:

10/01/2008  Tp: 05/28/2007

Cuse Name DO Court Case  Bilfing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance

B.T. 06/28/1881 160330 2554.0789 13.0 Court Calendar
AM. 02/07/1990 432932 2554.0807 34.0 Court Calendar
c.u 05/04/2003 504037 25540809+ 15.0 Court Calendar
C.P. 04/20/2005 504039 2554.0809+ 15.0 Court Calendar
c.C 06/23/1989 462985 2554.0811 27.0 Court Calendar
R.D. 11/13/1993 502164 2554.0830 4.0 Court Calendar
J.5. 05/15/1988 501884 2554 0831 340 Court Calendar-Deiinquent
L.J. 11/30/1999 818693 2554.0834 6.0 Farnily Fled the Area
JV 05/11/1994 511730 25540834 6.0 Family Fled the Area
3.T. 12/01/1994 500780 2564.0673 11.0 Court Calendar
5T 08/25/1995 500781 2564.0573 11.0 Court Calendar
C.D. 08/14/1393 9BB782 2564.0583 8.0 Court Calendar
B.C. 01/13/1991 503448 2564.0588 26.0 Court Calendar
R.R. 051911997 502905 2574.0454 4.0 Court Calendar
G.M. 10/26/1989 2584.0890 2.0 Ceurt Calendar, 12/6/06
(R 09/09/2004 2544.0890 2.0 Court Calendar, 12/6/06
B.B. 12/22/2005 2584.0898 30 Court Calendar
B.C. 03/30/2005 25840902 a0 Count Calendar; 2/22/07
S.H. 03/0141591 178893 2554.0929 10.0 Court Calendar

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Permanency Hearing
From: 10/01/20086 To: 00/28/2007

Case Nume DOB Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Numther Comypliance compliunce
Z.H (03/28/1093 1788584 2584.0929 10.0 Court Calendar
8.8 05/15/1594 2584.0843 260 Court Calendar
K.5. 03/25/2002 2584.0943 26.0 Court Calendar
SV. 07/2%2003 504561 2584 0956 114.0 Other
J.F. 07/24/1985 514642 25840957 50.0 Court Galendar
M.N., 04/24/2004 2584.0057 0.0 Court Calendar
G.N. 01/05/2000 2584 0857 50.0 Court Calendar
AH. 03/06/1990 156540 2584 0958 10 Mation to Continue: Filed By; GAL
B.B. 02/19/1990 398454 2584.0116 373.0 Deling, Case
T.C. 01/22/1580 148284 2594.0537 111.0 Delinquency, Court continued from 3/20/07
M.M. 068/21/1991 438425 2594.0616 149.0 Deling.
T.M. 04/18/1989 464087 2594.0616 149.0 Peling.-Ne Permanengy Hearing
R.L. 05/10/1981 2594.0669 188.0 Othet:
J.H. 02/29/2000 474771 2584 0701 85.0 Agreement of Cour & Parties
T.S. 12/Q05/1980 474766 2594.0701 850 Agreement of Court & Parties
AS, 03/10/1995 474768 2594.0701 85.0 Agreement of Court & Parties
D.M. 08/25/1952 145836 2584.0707 180.0
JML 11/21/1951 474289 25240709 180.0 Other:
J.T. 07/28/1990 463773 2534 0710 160.0 Other:
CK. Q8/05/108R 431780 2594 0711 M0

Friday, Septenther 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Permanency IHearing
From: 10012006 Tp: 09282007

Cuse Name nROB Court Case  Billing Days vurof  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance complinnce
R.G 06/24/1989 430661 2594.0716 20.0 Court Calendar
K.l 11/22/1988 468482 25940737 48.0 Court Calendar/Counsal calendar
A.D. 11/05/1990 451807 23040738 27.0 DELINQUENCY CASE
S.B. 09/24/1993 506873 2594.0741 69.0 Continued from 5/31/07 at request of parties

Totul Cases: 129

Friduy, Seprenther 28, 2007 Pouge 44 of 50
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Coaxe Name

Non - Compliance Detail Report

Termination Hearing
From: 10012008 T 08/28/2007

DOB Coyrt Case Billing Days out of  Reason for non-

Number  Number Compliance compliance
J.A 07/12/2006 2504.3288 18.0
EC. 07/24/2005 2504 4135 367.0
L.M. Q08/05/2008 2504.5458 16.0
B.C. 10/16/2004 25045546+ 50 Court Calendar
J M, 08/04/200% 25045876+ 98.0
PW. 06/28/1993 2504 6109 272.0 Custody had been with grandma
AW 11/08/1998 2504.6109 272.0 Custody had been with grandma
SV, 03/08/2003 2504.6109 272.0 Custody had been with grandma
AR 07/16/199¢ 2504 6624 134.0
AB. 11/01/2000 2504.6624 134.0
D.T. 12/28/2005 2504 6624 134.0
E.M. 127182001 2504 6805 230
AM. 05/02/2005 2504 6805 230
J M. 11/26/2002 2504 6805 230
D, 07/08/2004 2504 6805 23.0
C.B. 06/256/1994 2604,6912 180.0
B.B. 05/29/1993 2504 6912 180.0
.M. 03/7/2005 25046912 93.0
M. 07/18/¢001 2504 6912 3.0
C.B. 03/01/1996 2504 6912 180.0
SN, 05/13/2006 25046970 360.0 Court Calendar
AH. 10/07/1991 2504 68375 11.0 Unable o Locate

“riday, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Termination Hearing
Frong: 10012006 Ty Q9/28/2007

Case Name DOB Court Case  Bifling Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance

8.L 03/31/2000 2504.5975 11.0 Unable to Locate
K.B. 07/16/1993 2504 6975 11.0 Unable to Locate
M.S. 08/16/2002 2504.5989 40
T.8. 05/13/2006 2504.5989 4.0 Court Calendar
JH. (08/08/2005 25047020 §7.0 Unable to Locate
B.G. 08/192006 2504, 7020 94.0
N.R. D6/25/2005 2504.7048 2.0
ZA. 12/28/2004 2504.7052 16.0
N.A. 12/05/2005 2504.7052 18.0
ILE. 06/06/2003 2504.7069 53.0
LF. 06/06/2003 2504.7069 53.0
J.F. 081072000 2504.7069 53.0
AF. 10423/1996 2504.7069 53.0
M.B. 10/16/1991 2504.7069 53.0
K.P 11/25/2003 502471 2504.7103 102.0
JP. 09/02/1997 137420 2504.7103 102.0
B.P 10/18/1995 137419 2504.7103 102.0
AP 03/25/1994 127418 2504.7102 102.0
AM. 09/17/2005 2504.7111 4.0 Other:
DC. 06/05/2006 25047113 81.0 Other continued reunification attempts
AH. 08/22/2006 2504.7200 18.0 Court Calendar
TS 12/25/2002 2504 7211 18.0

Friday, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Termination [earing
From: 100012006 Tp: 09/28/2007

Case Name DOB Court Case  Billing Days vut of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance

H.S. 12/09/2006 25047211 18.0
LS. Q3/07/2004 2504.7211 18.0
1L 07£23/2001 2504.7288 13.0
AM. 04/15/2007 2804.7376 11.0 Court Calendar
J.D. (07/13/1998 980063 2524 1100+++ 11.0 appeal
sL 11/20/1991 136519 2524 1363++ 390 extended recinification
AF. 06/07/2008 516485 2524 1383++ 380 extended revinification
T.T. 11/08/1992 176638 25242093 718.0
K.T. 1142711982 433135 25242003 718.0
EEB 07/29/2001 501094 2524.,25688 102.0 mother left the state
AB. 08/30/1999 501003 2524 2588 102.0 mother left the state
N.M. 11/07/2005 802864 25242606 440 mo unable to locate
R.H. 09/20/2005 5DE68E 2524.2631 320 extended reuinfication
R.R. 10/21/2000 506684 2524.2631 32.0 extended reuinfication
K.Y. 03/02/2000 508049 2524 2638 207.0 extended reunification
J.C. 01/13/2006 5050561 2524.2638 207.0 extended reunification
F.C. 11/25/2003 2524.2638 207.0 axtended reunification
AT. 08/27/1993 5H06572 25342707 14.0
AL 10/10/2001 508735 2534.2725 24.0
AF. 10/18/1887 508783 2534 2725 240
AL 11/28/2004 508788 2h34 27725 24.0

Fridoy, Seprember 28, 2007
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Non -

Compliance Detail Report

Termination Hearing
From: 10012006 Tp- 08/28/2007

Case Name neB Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reuason for non-

Number  Number Compliance complinnce

w.H. 01/02/2006 502085 2544, 1835 725.0 Qther

W.5, 04/21/2005 463031 2544 3034+ 8.0

AW, 12/18/1996 464282 2544,3038 47.0 to be filad by GAL

MW 05/11/1998 464283 2544 3038 47.0 To be filed by GAL

K.T. 06/30/2001 464284 2544 3038 47.0 Te be filed by GAL

EL 03/03/2003 454285 2544 3038 47.0 to be filed by GAL

A 04/21/20085 4658209 2544 3083 20.0 Other:

E.L 08/21/2003 4883478 2544.3085 an.0 reunif contined

L.A. T108/2001 468477 2544,3085 a0.0 reunif contined

R.L. 07/14/2005 468479 2544,3085 90.0 reunif contined

KW, 06/29/1995 951097 2544 4085 1450

T.F. 11/03/1997 951099 2544 4085 145.0

AB. 10/03/2003 2544.4105 202.0 Otherreunification extended

AB. 05/02/2001 502085 2544.4105 202.0 Other.reunification extended

0T 07/02/2003 509801 2544.4203 66.0 SERVICES EXTENDED

TO 10/30/2006 51BEVC 2544 4314 1.0 Other: Mot done

R, 07/08/2006 2544 4357 33.0 Other; reunification extended

JS 0621/2004 510647 25h4.0828 9.0 AAG's Schedule

W, 05/25/2005 510553 25hbh4 0829 20

V.o 14/09/2000 5105565 2554 0B28 20

J.0. (3/24/1989 870560 2554 0829 2.0

Friduy, September 28, 2007
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Non - Compliance Detail Report

Termination Hearing

Cuse Nuame DOB Conrt Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Nuinher Compliance cenpliance

D.H. 11/08/2008 502595 2564.0581+ 9.0 Court cont. reunfication o parents

G.W. 09/23/11999 516366 2584 0962 76.0 Unable to Serve

AA, 05/01/2004 518831 25840883 2.0 Court Calendar

E.A. 05/28/2005 25840983 20 Other: |s in compliance - 9/8 was a
weekend

DA, G6/17/2006 25684.0083 20 Other: Is in compliance - /8 was a
weekand

Toral Casey: 47

Friday, September 28, 2007 Page 49 of 50
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Non - Compliance Detail Report
Termination Hearing

From; 10012006 7y, 08/28/2007

Cuse Name LORB Conrt Case  Billing Days out of Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance

Total Cuases: 564
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Pre-Trial Hearing

From: 10/01/2008 Ty, 09/28/2007

Case Nane DOE Court Case Billing Days ut of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Complinnce compliance

R.D. 01/0&a/2007 2504.7049 50

F.U. 05/16/2004 2504.7256 1.0 Court Calendar

AL, 10M16/1997 2504.7336 1.0 Court Calendar

DT, 05/31/19589 2504 7336 1.0 Court Calendar

ML, 10/26/2000 2504.7336 1.0 Court Calendar

V.M. 06/19/2004 2504.7336 1.0 Court Calendar

D.R. 05/07/2006 2504.7336 1.0 Court Calendar

M.F. 08/12/1908 457972 25047384 3.0 Court Calendar

B.F. 10M19/2001 457973 2504.7384 KV Court Calendar

CF. 07/24/2005 525699 2504.7384 3.0 Court Calendar

AS. 10/27/1994 2504.7427 3.0 Court Calendar

C.5. 10/06/1999 2504.7427 3.0 Cour Calendar

K.P. 01/15/2003 2504,7470 1.0 Cour Calendar

I.P. 05151058 2504.7470 1.0 Court Calendar

S.P. 05/23/12001 2504.7470 1.0 Court Calendar

K. L, 03/07/2000 K15260 2514,0740+ 27.0 Motion to Continue: Filed By Mother's Atty
JM. 09/26/1992 508732 2514.0740+ 27.0 Motion to Continue: Fiied By Mather's Atty
K.U. 07/15/1995 515258 2514.0740+ 27.0 Motion to Continue: Filed By Mather's Atty
M.L. 01/20/1985 520014 2514.0751 42.0 Court Calendar

K.L. 05/16/1893 520011 2514.0751 42.0 Caourt Calendar

M.L. 05/04/1999 3520017 2514.0751 42.0 Court Galendar

2.C. 0B/23/1987 528374 2514.0762 20 Court Calendar

CB. 04/23/1999 528375 2514.0762 20 Court Calendar

Friday, September 28, 2007 Page 1 of 4
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Pre-Trial Hearing,

From: 100012008 Fo. 08/28/2007

Cuse Name DOB Court Case  Billing Days out nf  Reavon for non-
Number  Number Compliance complinnce
5.B. DZ/20/2002 528376 25140762 2.0 Court Calgndar
D.D. 03/17/1998 527609 25156.0081 7.0 ch relative of ¢t clerk-change jurisdiction to

another ct so late pt

R.M. 04/29/1992 2523 0691 13.0 Court Calendar
C.M. 05/19/1993 2523.06¢1 13.0 Court Calendar
T.M. 01/30/1996 25230691 13.0 Court Calendar
JB. 03/07/1995 978362 2524 1080++ 40.0 addressed other child first
AG. 10/27/M1890 B44288 26241247 7.0 private petition
K.G, 11/25/1992 B44287 2524 1247 7.0 private petition
R.C. 0911272006 2524 2576 27.0 Court Calendar
K.B. 01/04/2001 25242838 8.0 Court Calendar
AR, 03/19/2005 2524 2838 8.0 Court Calandar
8.8, 10/09/2000 167542 2534 2045+ 19.0 Court Calendar
J.5. 12/23/1981 167643 2534 2045+ 19.0 Court Calendar
M.S. 02/23/1988 167540 2534 2045+ 19.0 Court Calendar
R.5. 04/12/19695 167539 2534 2045+ 19.0 Court Calendar
A5 01/27/1989 167538 2534 2045+ 18.0 Court Calendar
AA. 02/19/1999 533543 2534, 2523+ 3.0 Court Calendar
K.B. 07/19/2001 533544 2534,2533+ 3.0 Court Calendar
58. 10/07/2003 533548 2534 2523+ 30 Court Calendar
AR, 11/02/2005 533547 25342523+ 30 Court Calendar
RV. 04/24/1897 482584 25342623+ 30 GCourt Calendar
DL 07/22/1985 504834 2534.2712 12.0 Court Calendar

Friduy, September 28, 2007 Puge 2 0f 14
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Pre-Trial Hearing

From; 10/01/2006 g, 09/28/2007

Cuse Name DOB Conrt Case  Biffing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Coempliance compliance
C.M. 10/11/2003 524782 2534.2712 12.0 Cour Calendar
VW .H. 11/23/1697 524777 2534.2712 12.0 Court Calendar
D.H. 09/15/2001 524780 2534 2712 12.0 Court Calendar
MM, 06/12/2007 533856 2534.2779 2.0 Court Calendar
M.B. 03/05/1991 464416 2534.2813 40 Count Calendar
M.A, Q6/20/1887 5218565 2534 2813 40 Cour Calendar
M.A. 03/02/19495 521859 2534.2813 4.0 Court Calendar
AM. 12M18/1999 522986 2524 2818 80 Court Calendar
AF. 09/1%/2001 522988 2534.2818 a0 Court Calendar
B.T. 12/04/2006 522990 2534.2818 6.0 Court Calendar
J.B, 05/21/1891 509239 25342823 13.0 Other: To allow time for mediation
JB, 03/24/1995 523875 2534.2823 13.0 Other: Te allow time for mediation
JB. 03/06/1598 523878 2534 2823 13.0 Other: To allow time for mediation
B.7T. 06/19/2004 524250 2534 2829 2.0 Court Calendar
CT. 01/30/2003 524251 25342829 20 Court Calendar
D.H. 09/11/2006 525417 2534 2843 2.0 Court Calendar
cC 11/2411993 526083 2534,2845 8.0 Court Calendar
E.C. 04/02/1995 5H26095 2534, 2845 6.0 Court Calendar
0.0, 0B/02/2006 525484 25342852 1.0 Dther: To allow time for mediation
H.A. 05/30/1996 527942 2534 2872 11.0 Court Calendar
D.A. 10/28/1989 527943 2534,2872 1.0 Court Caiendar
H.A. 06/10/2003 527044 2834 2872 M0 Court Calendar
JA, 1041072005 B27545 2534 2872 11.0 Court Calendar
Friday, Seprember 28, 2007 Page 3 of 14
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Pre-Trial Hearing

Case Nume DCB Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Complinnce compliance

JW. 0h/25/20056 528900 2534.2873 7.0 Court Calendar
JW. 1211372006 328903 2534.2873 7.0 Court Calendar
J.H. 01/25/1999 25342875 7.0 Court Calendar
c.c 03/05/2008 2534.2875 7.0 Court Calendar
M., 08/10/1989 930031 2534.2901 2.0 Court Calendar
M. 01/26/1994 930043 2534.2801 20 Court Calendar
TJ 10/20/1992 528610 2534.2902 3.0 Court Calendar
7. 05/30/1896 534124 2534.2902 3.0 Court Calendar
T.J 04/12/15890 528611 2534.2902 an Court Calendar
T.J. 08/Q7/2001 534125 25342902 30 Court Calendar
B.R. 2534.2904 6.0 pet filed by atty Lewis Adams - & other
J.H. 03/26/1999 533601 2934.2911 5.0 Cour Calendar
JH. {3/04/2002 533600 25342911 5.0 Court Calendar

L. (2/15/2002 533603 2534.2912 12.0 Court Calendar
S.L. 12/22(2002 533506 2534.2912 12.0 Court Calendar
Sl 06/11/2000 533607 2534 2912 12.0 Court Calendar
L.L. 08/12/1992 533602 2534.2012 12.0 Court Calendar
SL 04/14/2006 533609 2634.2912 12.0 Court Calendar
AT 09/05/1998 533271 2634,2913 7.0 Court Calendar
AT 01/08/2007 533265 25342913 7.0 Court Calendar
K.T. 08/14/2002 533268 2534.2943 7.0 Court Calendar
K.T. 12/22/2004 533267 2534.2913 7.0 Court Calendar
AT 11/08/1889 533270 25342813 7.0 Court Calendar

Friduy, September 28, 2007 Paged of 14
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Pre-Trial Hearing

10/01/2006 7y 09/28/2007

From:

Case Name bon Court Cuse  Billing Duys out of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance complinnce

R.5. 04/05/2005 533365 2534.2914 5.0 Court Celendar

K.5. 12/15/2003 533364 2534,2614 5.0 Court Calendar

J.8. 11/14/2001 533362 2534.2514 6.0 Court Calendar

T.J. 06/18/1831 2534,2023 7.0 Court Calendar

M.C. 06/10/1990 535648 25634.2029 40 Court Calendar

WG, 12/19/1892 521245 2534,2929 4.0 Court Calendar

J.C. 01/06/1995 535649 2834 2829 4.0 Court Calendar

M.C. 02/25/1997 535650 2534.2929 4.0 Court Calendar

L.Y. 058/13/M1552 2544, 0400+ 250 aourt Calendar; second PT: 07/18/2007;
third FT: 09/13/2007

DYy. 05/08/1805 125292 2544.0400+ 25.0 court Calendar; second PT. 07/18/2007,
thirg PT: 0913/2007

A.D. 08/17/2002 2544.0400+ 25.0 court Calendar; second PT: 07/19/2007;
third PT: 09/13/2007

M.D. 11/17/2006 2544 0400+ 25.0 court Calendar; second PT,; 07/1%/2007:
third PT: 09/13/2007

J.C. 02/04/1999 2544, 1076++ 19.0 Court Calendar

E.S. 03/15/1999 150863 26544, 1286+ 2.0 Counsel Unavailable, 11/6/08

R.J. 09/04/2003 440055 2544 1830+ 7.0 Court Calendar

A 09/02/2004 454819 2544 1830+ 7.0 Court Calendar

S 05/M11/2002 440051 2544 1830+ 7.0 Court Calendar

N.A. 0B/07/1088 518267 2544 4278 2.0 Court Calendar, 12/01/06

HR. 03/15/2000 2544 4287 1.0 Court Calendar

M.G. 08/31/2001 2544,4287 1.0 Court Calendar

5.G. Q5/23/2002 2544 4287 1.0 Cour Calendar

Friday, September 28, 2007
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Pre-Trial Hearing

From.: 100012008 Tp: 09/28/2007

Case Name DOR Court Case  Bifling Days out of  Reasan for non-
Number  Number Compliance vomplinnce
C.P 09/21/1994 518264 2544 4294 18.0 Court Calendar
R.C. 12/18/200% 518272 25444299 8.0 Court Calendar
AL 09/06/2006 520203 2544 4308 7.0 Court Calendar, 1/8/07
IK. 02/12/2002 519622 2544 4312 20
.o 02/11/1991 474153 2544 4313 2.0 Court Calendar second PT 12/14/2006
5.0 02/04/1992 519642 2544 4313 2.0 Courl Calendar second PT 12/14/2006
c.0. 06/19/1898 519645 2544 4313 2.0 Court Calendar second FPT 12/14/2008
D.L 02/05/2003 521356 2544.4343 20.0 Court Calendar
G.N. 04/25/1993 322540 2544 4348 8.0 Court Calendar
F.N. 07/24/1997 522541 25444348 8.0 Cour Calendar
B.N. 04/06/1992 522538 2544.4348 8.0 Court Calendar
F.M. 11/16/1880 2544 4353 10.0 Court Calendar, 3/27/07
J.M. 11/20/1989 2544.4353 100 Court Catendar, 3/27/67
R.M. 12/06/1994 2544 4353 10.0 Court Caiendar, 3/27/07
oM. 0510/2000 2544 4333 10.0 Court Calendar, 3/27/07
E.M 1142472004 2544.4353 10.0 Court Calendar, 3/27/07
M.A. Q6/18/1926 25444412 13.0 Court Calendar, 5/24/07
E.A. 10/06/2000 25444412 13.0 Court Calendar, 5/24/07
1R 09/04/2006 532246 2544 4414 2.0 Courl Calendar, 5/15/07
E.D. 09/0212004 2544 4418 5.0 Court Calendar, $1Q/07, 7/25/07
AF. 02/13/2007 527972 2544 4432 7.0 Motion to Continue; Filed By parent's atty

Friday, Septerber 28, 2007
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report

PSS Pre-Tnal Hearing

10/01/2008 Ty 09/28/2007

From:

Cuse Name DORB Courr Case Billing Days vut of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Complience complipgnce

JH. 11/06/2001 530211 2544 4440 15.0 Court Calendar

B.H. 04/03/1993 530210 2544 4440 15.0 Court Calendar

K.P. 04/71/2006 2544 4463 11.0 Court Calendar

AM. 06/17/19%94 2544.4509 6.0 Court Galendar, 10/1/07

AS 02/17/2003 2544 4508 8.0 Court Calendar, 10/1/07

LR, 09/27/2005 535860 2544 4521 6.0 Court Calendar

T.C Q2/05/2008 2544 4525 4.0 Court Calendar
TW. 01/16/2002 2544.4532 200 Meotion to Continue: Filed By GP counsel
J.A. 08/1872007 2544 4536 20 Courl Calendar

C.H Q272772002 532305 2554.0378 15.0 Court Calendar

B.H. 04/04/1955 970582 2554.0378 15.0 Court Calendar

A.S, 06/22/1991 2554 0BE1 15.0 Farents not Served for 2/7/07
A.S. 07/18/1986 524072 25540861 15.0 Parents not Served for 2/7/07
5.5 12/31/1996 524074 2554.0881 15.0 Parents not Served for 2/7/07
C.s. 08/05/1994 170827 2674 0343++ £2.0 Court Calendar

L.N. 07/02/2001 522278 2574.0531 7.0 Court Calendar

S.A 081111992 523155 2574 0534 8.0 Court Calendar

H.B. 04/08/2000 526779 2574.0544 14.0 Court Calendar

1.E. 0372072002 325780 25740544 4.0 Court Calendar

T.B. 08/08/2008 526781 2574.0544 14.0 Court Calendar

D.B. 08/0B/2006 526782 2574.0544 14.0 Court Calendar

Friduy, September 28, 2()()7
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Pre-Trial Hearing

10/01/2008  Tp; 001282007

From:

Cuse Name DOB Counrt Caye  Billing Duays out of  Reason jor non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance
EB. 06/02/1997 526777 2574.0544 14.0 Court Calendar
K.H. 06/22/2001 528024 25740546 14.0
K.H. 08/07/2004 528025 2574.0546 14.0
1.5 01152002 433838 2584.0597+ 20 Court Calendar
J.5. D2/15/1897 433838 2584 0597+ 20 Court Calendar
AF. 09/29/2008 H18885 2584.0905 1.0 Court Calendar
TB. 12/02/2005 534834 2584,1075 15.0
J.B. Q110/2004 534533 2584.1075 15.0
DL.P O6/25/2000 534532 2584.1075 15.0
C.5. 01/03/2001 534874 2584.1082 13.0 Coun Calendar
J.8. 12/06/2003 534878 25841082 13.0 Court Calendar
E.M. 03/10/2003 25841091 40 Court Calendar
E.G. 01/09/1992 474414 2594 0700+ 20 Counsel Unavailable
D.&. Q4/14/1985 2594 .0750 ac Defense Counsel Unavailable
TF. 12/03/2003 2504 (0750 8.0 Defense Counsel Unavailable
CT. 02/14/2006 2584 0759 2.0
K.T. 09/19/2003 2594.0759 2.0
K.H. 07117/2000 2594.075%9 2.0
L.L. 10/16/19%8 2524 0776 6.0 Other: Continued from 3/27 by Court at
Court
AL Q2/14/19496 2584 07786 6.0 Other; Conbinued from 3/27 by Court at
Court
J.B. 12/07/2001 528016 2594 0780 90 Other: If not settled at mediaticn

Friduy, Septemnber 28, 2007
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Pre-Trial Hearing

10/01/2006  Ty: 09/28/2007

Fron:

Case Nume DoB Conrt Cuse  Billing Days ourt of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance

56 04/14/2000 528020 2554.0780 9.0 Othear: If not settled at mediation
5B 12/12/198¢ 4610866 2534 0781 2.0 Court Calendar

3.B. 12/04/1994 528545 2594.0781 20 Court Calendar

N.Y. 07/2211800 521129 2584 0782 6.0 Other: Court centinued from 5/3/07
W.E, 12/12/2003 530260 2594 0787 580 Couit Calendar

5B 08/14/1998 530257 2594 0787 50 Court Calendar

K.B. 09/29/2001 530259 25040737 5.0 Court Calendar

Friduy, Septernber 28, 2067
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report

PSS Adjudication Hearing

From:

10/01/2006 Ty 09/28/2007

Case Name DOE Conrt Case  Billing Days vut of Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance
M.V, 06/06/2007 2504.70%4 13.0
H.G. 03/30/2003 2504.7225 2.0
D.M. 09/11/2002 2504.7262 3.0
J.L. 04/08/1982 971869 2514.0289 20
CL 09/16/1996 971871 2514.0289 2.0
R.B. 07/14/1991 521276 2514.0752 51.0
LE. 04/17/1808 523667 25140753 20,0
V.E. 04/14/2003 523674 2514.0753 200
JE. 01/01/2000 523668 2514.0753 200
TE. 06/21/2001 523672 2514 0753 20.0
AG, 10/27/1920 844286 2524 1247 300 private petition
K.G. 111251992 844287 25241247 3.0 private petition
AB, 03/19/2005 2524.2838 5.0 Court Calendar
K.B, 01/04/72001 2524.2538 50 Court Calendar
JC 00/14/2000 517587 2534 2787 107.0
KR. 01/06/2003 531834 2534,2898 12.0
Y.R. 05/05/1998 531833 25342898 12.0
WS, 08/18/1997 533009 2534.2909 13.0
Z.5. 05/11/1996 533011 25342008 13.0
J.F. 01/18/2003 533008 2534.2509 13.0
AB. 08/22/1996 2544.,0327+ 530 822107

Friday, Septeimber 28, 2007
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report

PSS Adjudication Hearing

From:

10/01/2006  Tp: 09/28/2007

Cuse Nawme DOB Conrt Case  Billing DPayy out of Reason for non-
Number  Number Campliance complivnce
T.M, 12/02/1995 25644 4380 27.0 3119/07
C.M. 101011957 2544 4380 27.0 3/19/07
K.E. 11/26/20C6 2544,4403 58.0 442407, 5126107
K.P. 08/13/2003 2544.4403 58.0 4/2/Q7, 5/25/07
E.D. 09/02/2004 2544.4418 100.0 Court Galendar; 5/10/07, 7/26/07
AF. 02/13/2007 527972 2544.4432 58.0 Motion to Continue: Filed By parent's atty
LWV, 04/20/2004 528275 2544 4433 7.0 4/26/07
KA. 02/07/2003 528273 2544 4433 7.0 4/26/07
5.G. Q6/11/2002 2544 4437 32.0 5/1/07, 6121107
LG 07/21/2004 D544 4437 32.0 5/1/07, 6121107
E.G. 03/17/2000 2544 4437 32.0 5/1/07, 6/21/07
56 07/14/1998 2544 4437 32.0 5/1/07. 6/21/07
R.G. 03/02/1986 2544 4437 320 5107, 6/21/07
M.G. 07/17/1993 2544.4437 32.0 5/1/07, 6/21107
R.G. 08/13/2006 25444437 32.0 B/1/07, 6/21/07
TB, 02/14/1887 532890 2544,4491 230 BIGI0T: 9/20/07
BB 03/16/1996 532881 2544,4491 23.0 8/6/Q7, 9/20/07
EE. 12/19/1995 532889 2544 4491 23.0 8/6/07, 9/20/07
C.B. 02/26/1995 532886 2544 4491 23.0 8/8/07, B/20/07
1.8 12/16/2002 532893 2544 4491 23.0 B/6/07, 9/20/07
3.8 12/31/1996 524074 2554.0861 3.0 Farents not Served for 2/7/07
AS. 07/18/1996 524072 2554 0861 30 Parents not Served for 2/7/07
AG, 06/22/1991 2554 0861 3.0 Parents not Served for 2/7/07

Fricup, Seprember 28, 2007
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Adijudication Hearing

From: 10012006 7o 094282007

Cuse Nume DOB Court Case  Billing Days ont of  Reason for non-
Number  Number Compliance compliance

c.C 05/22/1999 523832 2554.0878 14.0

Z.C. 10/16/1995 528830 2534.0878 14.0

T.C. 089/20/1993 528824 2554.0878 14.0

N.C. 03/25/2000 528833 2554 0878 14.0

AH. 06/28/2001 473110 2564.0569 30.0

RH. 10/01/2003 473111 2564.0569 30.0

K.F. 04/04/2004 524398 25640851 2.0

TP 09/29/1983 524400 2564.0651 20

M.P. 10/20/1968 524401 2564.0851 20

BF. 12/30/2002 524395 2564 0651 20

K.F. 04/04/2004 524398 2564.0651 2.0

&.R. 04/20/1997 525346 2564.0652 50

C.P 01/01/2000 525347 2564.06852 50

C.P. 11/25/1891 525344 2564.0853 5.0

c.5 08/05/1894 170627 2574.0343++ 17.0 Court Calendar
E.G. 01/09/1992 474414 2594 Q700+ 13.0 Counsel Unavailable
JM, 03/19/2002 515004 2594.0754 7.0

J.M, 03/19/2002 518007 25940754 7.0

A.B. 07/2211997 2594.0756 24.0

5B 08/14/1998 530257 2594.0787 47.0 Court Calendar
W.EB, 12/12/2003 530280 2594 0787 47.0 Court Calendar
K.B. 09/29/2001 530259 2504 0787 47.0 Court Calendar

Total Cases: 38
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PSS Non - Compliance Detail Report
PSS Adjudication Hearing

From: 10/01/2006 Ty 09/28/2007

Cuase Name DOB Court Case  Billing Days out of  Reasan for non-
Number  Number Compliance complinnce

Totad Cases: 121

Friduay, September 28, 20007 Puage M of 14
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